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ABSTRACT 

A research team gathered and disseminated information 
on effective tech prep policies and practices for developing and 
evaluating program curriculums in the broad career pathways of allied 
health, business, and engineering technology in Texas. Data were 
gathered through interviews, site visits, document analysis, and 
surveys. Curricular documents were analyzed for 255 tech prep 
programs in the 3 fields. Some of the conclusions were as follows: 

(1) the tech prep educational reform has had a significant positive 
influence on the work force development system in Texas; (2) tech 
prep programs have captured the attention and commitment of both the 
education and the business and industry sectors; and (3) the range of 
benefits of tech prep educational reform are obscured if only the 
aggregate numbers collected by state agencies are examined. Policy 
recommendations based on the findings of the study include the 
following: the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board should 
continue efforts to capture the more subtle benefits of tech prep 
educational reform; the board should make data available by program 
area and career pathway; and efforts should be increased to provide 
money to inform high school and community college counselors about 
tech prep reform. Products created during the project include a tech 
prep handbook and a monograph, "The Texas Tech Prep Consortia: 
Strategies for Advancing Technical Education." (The report includes 
13 appendixes of project documents, containing survey form, telephone 
interview protocol, and data analysis.) (KC) 
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Executive Summary 

This is an executive summary of The Final Report on Effective Tech Prep 
Policies and Practices in Selected Career Fields, a project funded by Carl 
Perkins funds distributed by the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board. 
The purpose of the project was to gather and disseminate information on 
effective Tech Prep policies and practices for developing and evaluating 
program curricula in the broad career pathways of allied health, business, and 
engineering technology in Texas. The project was conducted by the Strategic 
Planning, Curriculum Evaluation, and Assessment of Performance (SPECAP) 
Research Group at Texas Tech University. The project researchers utilized 
interviews, site visits, document analysis, and surveys to gather both 
quantitative and qualitative data. A brief description of the products that 
emerged from the project are discussed in this executive summary, along with a 
brief summary of the conclusions and policy recommendations. 

Products 

Curricular documents were analyzed for 255 different Tech Prep 
programs in the fields of allied health, business, and engineering technology to 
gather the documents necessary to create The Tech Prep Handbook. The 
documents in The Tech Prep Handbook are organized into 1 1 sections 
representing the different sectors that are impacted by Tech Prep curricula: 
consortia, independent school districts, colleges, disciplines, exemplars, 
students, government, home and public, industry, economic development, and 
others. The Tech Prep Handbook has been designed so that practitioners 
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involved in developing and evaluating Tech Prep curricula within each of these 
eleven sectors have a ready source of models that they can adapt in designing 
and evaluating their own Tech Prep program curricula. 

A monograph, The Texas Tech Prep Consortia: Strategies for Advancing 
Technical Education, is another product compiled and edited by SPECAP 
researchers. This monograph provides an overview of the strategic planning 
policies and practices used by Tech Prep consortia to develop Tech Prep 
programs in Texas. The thirty papers in this monograph provide a series of 
diverse pictures of how the workforce education system in Texas has developed 
since the advent of Tech Prep. The monograph is divided into sections focusing 
on: consortia contributions, independent school district collaborations, 

community college and university advancements, curriculum development, 
government strategies, industry partnerships, and economic development. The 
monograph is designed to publicize exemplary Tech Prep programs so that 
their policies and practices can be disseminated to a wider state and national 
audience. 

The Final Report on Effective Tech Prep Policies and Practices in 
Selected Career Fields is another product created by SPECAP project 
researchers. In the final report, project researchers discuss in detail the 
activities of the SPECAP Research Group -- the site visits, document analysis, 
interviews, surveys, as well as the products created -- the monograph, 
handbook, final report, conference presentations, and the SPECAP Web page. 
The Final Report also contains the conclusions and policy recommendations of 
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the SPECAP researchers based on their analyses of the data gathered for the 
project. These conclusions and recommendations are presented in the section 
that follows. 

Conclusions and Policy Recommendations 

A number of conclusions are discussed in the The Final Report on 
Effective Tech Prep Policies and Practices in Selected Career Fields . Upon 
analyses of the data gathered through the site visits, document collection 
process, interviews, and surveys, the SPECAP researchers arrived at the 
following conclusions: 

• Tech Prep educational reform f^as had a significant positive influence 
on the workforce development system in Texas. 

• Tech Prep programs have captured the attention and commitment of 
both the education and business and industry sectors. 

• The range of benefits of Tech Prep educational reform are obscured 
when examining only aggregate numbers collected by state 
agencies. 

A number of policy recommendations are also discussed in the Final 
Report. Based on the findings of the project, the following policy 
recommendations are suggested: 

• The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board continue efforts to 
capture the more subtle benefits of Tech Prep educational reform. 

• The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board make data available 
by program area and career pathway. 

• Efforts should be redoubled to provide money to further educate high 
school and community college counselors about Tech Prep reform. 
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SPECAP Final Report 

Introduction 

This final report will describe the activities and the findings of the 
Strategic Planning, Evaluation of Curriculum, and Assessment of Performance 
(SPECAP) Research Group at Texas Tech University. The SPECAP Research 
Group was awarded a Carl Perkins grant in 1995 entitled “Effective Tech Prep 
Policies and Practices in Selected Career Areas.” The purpose of the grant 
project was to identify and describe effective policies and practices in the 
development and evaluation of Tech Prep program curricula in the career 
pathways of allied health, business, and engineering technology in Texas. The 
grant project was designed as a continuation of the previous year’s efforts by 
the SPECAP Research Group to identify and describe effective policies and 
practices in strategic planning in Tech Prep consortia in Texas. Many of the 
models, processes, and products used to examine strategic planning in 1994 
were modified and refined to examine curriculum development and evaluation 
activities in this year’s grant activities. 

The model that the SPECAP researchers used to examine the 
development of Tech Prep Program curriculum is shown In Figure 1. The 
SPECAP Curriculum Development Model is an adaptation of the SPECAP 
Strategic Planning Model used in 1994 to examine the strategic planning 
process in Tech Prep consortia (Figure 2). The SPECAP Curriculum 
Development Model has nine components: positioning the architects, 

analyzing curriculum development options, designing the curriculum, pilot 
testing the curriculum, field testing the curriculum, validating the curriculum, 
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adopting and enhancing the curriculum, internalizing and institutionalizing the 
curriculum, and assessing the performance of the curriculum. The model was 
validated by the Tech Prep experts on our SPECAP advisory council as a useful 
and valid description of the curriculum development and evaluation process 
utilized by Tech Prep consortia to develop programs. 



Figure 1. SPECAP Curriculum Development Model. 




The major activities conducted by the SPECAP Research Group during 



the course of this year’s grant project will be described in detail in the sections 
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of this final report that follow. These activities include: advisory council 

meetings, document analysis, site visits, survey activities, phone interviews, 
conference presentations, handbook, monograph, and final report. 



Figure 2. SPECAP Strategic Planning Model. 




Advisory Council Meetings 

An advisory council was formed to provide feedback to the SPECAP 
Research Group on grant activities and products. Appendix A lists the experts 
who agreed to serve on this advisory council. In selecting the advisory council 
members, an effort was made to choose individuals who were both 
knowledgeable about Tech Prep in Texas, and who represented consortia from 
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diverse geographic areas of the state. Advisory council members were chosen 
so that there was representation from the education sector as well as the 
business and industry sector. Several of the advisory council members were 
chosen based on nominations from representatives of the Texas Higher 
Education Coordinating Board. 

There were three advisory council meetings held at various locations 
around the state to discuss and approve the major activities and products of the 
SPECAP Research Group. Appendix B contains the minutes describing actions 
taken at each of the three advisory council meetings held throughout the year. 
One of the major initial tasks of the advisory council was to validate the 
SPECAP Curriculum Development Model. After revising and validating this 
model, advisory council members examined and approved the document 
checklist used to analyze the six-year programs submitted to the Texas Higher 
Education Coordinating Board in the areas of allied health, business, and 
engineering technology. 

Another major task of the advisory council was to examine and approve 
the sampling and the design of the phone interview protocol and questionnaire 
designed to gather data on the curriculum development and evaluation process 
in Tech Prep programs. The members suggested a number of improvements to 
the sampling design for the phone interviews and survey, and made substantive 
revisions to the questionnaire and the phone interview protocol found in 
Appendices C and D respectively. Advisory council members provided us with 
valuable suggestions about how best to reach the experts on curriculum 
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development and evaluation within their consortia. Their suggestions were 
invaluable in ensuring that the questionnaires and phone interviews reached 
Tech Prep curricular experts, and that the data gathering processes minimized 
the time and energy required of the Tech Prep consortium directors. 

A final task of the advisory council was to provide feedback on the 
documents to be produced and disseminated by the SPECAP Research Group. 
These documents included the final report, the handbook, and the monograph. 
These products were revised to incorporate changes based on the council’s 
recommendations. Advisory members also made suggestions about how best 
to disseminate these documents to reach the widest possible audience. The 
council’s recommended strategies helped make the documents more useful to 
their intended audiences, and significantly improved their dissemination. 
Document Collection and Analysis Process 

To more fully understand the complexity of Tech Prep curricular policies 
and practices, SPECAP researchers compiled a comprehensive collection of 
curricular documents submitted to the Coordinating Board in the career 
pathways of allied health, business, and engineering technology. In order to 
obtain the documents necessary for this collection, a SPECAP researcher made 
copies of all Tech Prep curricular documents in allied health, business, and 
engineering technology that had been submitted to the Texas Higher Education 
Coordinating Board. SPECAP researchers also sent letters to each Tech Prep 
consortium director asking for any additional materials that they had describing 
the design and evaluation of curriculum in the areas of allied health, business, 
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and engineering technology. A copy of the letter that was sent to consortium 
directors requesting this curricular material can be found in Appendix H. 

Curricular documentation was collected on 255 different Tech Prep 

* 

programs in allied health, business, and engineering technology career 
pathways. To organize the curricular documents on each program, each page 
of each document was marked to indicate its consortium and program affiliation. 
Each document collected was then analyzed to determine if it could be 
categorized according to the general purpose that it served in the curriculum 
development process. Through this document analysis process, SPECAP 
researchers created a classification system for all the curricular documents that 
they had collected. The classification system that was created can be found in 
Appendix I. The classification system includes categories such as program 
revisions, advisory board minutes, and articulation agreements. 

In categorizing these documents, SPECAP researchers examined all the 
documents by program within the same broad category. For example, 149 
documents categorized as program revision documents were analyzed to better 
understand the program revision process, and to choose one or more examples 
of a program revision document for inclusion in the Tech Prep Handbook. The 
same process was repeated for each of the other broad categories of 
documents in the classification system that was created. The matrix found in 
Appendix I indicates the categories created for the classification system, and the 
numbers of documents that were collected within each category according to 
Tech Prep program. 

12 
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Site Visits 

Site visits helped the SPECAP group ascertain several things. First, it 
allowed us to see first hand how different Tech Prep programs actually operated 
and what connections they considered important. Second, it allowed us a 
chance to look intimately at the process and gather important documents from 
different consortia-documents that would be easily overlooked on a general 
document scan. Third, site visits gave us the opportunity to actually see that the 
consortia are, in deed, using the documents and following the “practices and 
procedures” that were established. 

A few visits with Ms. Stephanie Stone, the director of the South Plains 
Tech Prep Consortium in Lubbock, helped us set the ground work. These visits 
were followed by a trip to Angelina College in Lufkin to speak with Dr. Lovelady 
and, then, on to Navarro College in Corsicana to meet with Mr. Robert Franks. 

In San Antonio, our representative met with the curriculum specialist from 
Alamo Consortium and then traveled to Seguin to meet with Janette Lawlis and 
the Seguin Center for Career Excellence. Going north, Austin was the next 
stop, meeting with Cassy Key, the director of the Capital Tech Prep Consortium. 
While in Austin, our representative joined in on a tour of Texas Instruments with 
Smithville ISD students and visited both Austin Community College and Dell 
University. 

Mr. Jimmy Roberts from Temple, Texas, hosted the tour of Central Texas 
Consortium. In addition, there was a tour of Whitney High School provided by 
the principal and Tech Prep advocate Gene Schatz. Ms. Jewel Lockridge, 
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director of the Heart of Texas Tech Prep Consortium, along with her assistant, 
Charlotte Roppolo, scheduled a most informative “round table” meeting with 
representatives from a sundry of Tech Prep stakeholders in her region. 

While in Houston for the Tech Prep Conference, we took advantage of 
the opportunity to meet with Dr. Burl McKinnerney, Dean Vice Chancellor of the 
San Jacinto College District, and Ms. Joyce White from the College of the 
Mainland. There was also a short stop at the Brazos Valley Consortium to visit 
with Mr. Rick Hernandez, director of the consortium. 

A brief sojourn was made to Abilene, accompanied by administrators 
from Texas Tech, to meet with facuty and representatives of West Central Texas 
Consortium in order to observe the articulation process in action. 

1996 Tech Prep Curriculum Questionnaire 

A survey was utilized to gather information from curricular experts 
throughout the state on curricular policies and practices in developing and 
evaluating Tech Prep programs in allied health, business, and engineering 
technology. The SPECAP Curriculum Development Model was used as the 
theoretical framework in designing the questionnaire. In addition to questions 
covering the nine sections of this model, some basic demographic questions 
about the respondents were also included. The final version of the 1996 Tech 
Prep Curriculum Questionnaire can be found in Appendix C. 

In designing the questionnaire, SPECAP researchers created a pilot draft 
of the questionnaire for review by the advisory council. Based on their 
suggestions for revisions, ambiguous questions on the questionnaire were 
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either revised or eliminated. The final version of the questionnaire was three 
pages long, with twenty-nine closed-ended questions regarding the Tech Prep 
curriculum development and evaluation process. To simplify data entry, the 

v 

questionnaires were printed in a format that permitted the responses to be 
optically scanned. 

In deciding on the sampling design for this questionnaire, the SPECAP 
researchers relied heavily on the advice of the advisory council members on 
how best to reach the curricular experts in their consortia. The advisory council 
recommended that each consortium director receive questionnaires 
proportional to the number of students enrolled in Tech Prep programs within 
their consortia. Based on this recommendation, the sampling was designed so 
that a proportional number of questionnaires was sent to each consortium 
director based on the most recent Tech Prep student enrollment figures 
obtained from the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board. Appendix E 
displays these enrollment figures and the number of questionnaires sent and 
returned by each of the consortia. 

Another recommendation made by advisory council members was that 
questionnaire recipients should be determined by the Tech Prep director within 
each consortium. Advisory council members stated that the Tech Prep 
consortium directors would be the individuals most knowledgeable about who 
within their consortium had been involved in the development and evaluation of 
Tech Prep programs in allied health, business, and engineering technology. As 
a result of this recommendation, SPECAP researchers sent questionnaires 
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directly to the Tech Prep directors, with a cover letter indicating that they were to 
choose the curricular experts within their consortia to receive the 
questionnaires. Appendix F displays the cover letter sent to consortia directors 

v 

with these instructions. The directors were instructed to send questionnaires to 
all of their stakeholders involved in the curriculum development and evaluation 
process, including those in the education, business and industry, labor, and 
government sectors. 

A total of 2,530 questionnaires were mailed to Tech Prep directors 
around the state for further distribution to the curricular experts within their 
consortia. A total of 292 questionnaires were received by the SPECAP 
researchers by the end of May of 1996. Since the SPECAP researchers have 
no way of knowing how many of the 2,530 questionnaires were mailed out by 
the consortium directors, it is not possible to calculate an overall response rate 
for the survey. The questionnaires received were optically scanned in early 
June of 1996, and resulting data set was analyzed by SPECAP researchers. 
The results of that analysis will be presented in conjunction with the findings 
from the phone interviews, which will be described in the section that follows. 
Phone Interviews 

To more fully understand curriculum development and evaluation 
policies and practices, a series of phone interviews were conducted by 
SPECAP researchers. A phone interview protocol was developed using the 
SPECAP Curriculum Development Model as the conceptual framework. The 
questions were designed to gather information about how Tech Prep curricula 
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in allied health, business, and engineering technology programs are developed 
and evaluated. The phone interview data were also designed to complement 
the quantitative data gathered with the 1996 Tech Prep Curriculum 
Questionnaire. Feedback on a draft of the phone interview protocol was 
received from our advisory council members prior to pilot testing the instrument. 
Revisions suggested by advisory council members, along with those suggested 
by the individuals chosen to pilot test the instrument, were incorporated into the 
final phone interview protocol, which can be found in Appendix D. The advisory 
council members also suggested that Tech Prep directors nominate the 
individuals most knowledgeable about curriculum development and evaluation 
within their consortia to be included in the phone interview sample. 

At the February Tech Prep Directors’ meeting, Tech Prep directors 
nominated the top Tech Prep programs in the state in the areas of allied health, 
business, and engineering technology. The three programs in each career 
pathway receiving the most nominations by Tech Prep directors were selected 
for the phone interview sample. The nine Tech Prep programs chosen for the 
phone interview sample represented a total of seven different Tech Prep 
consortia within the state. Tech Prep directors affiliated with these nine 
programs were asked to complete a form identifying the individuals most 
knowledgeable about the development and evaluation of curricula within these 
programs. The form used to gather the names, titles, and phone numbers of 
these curricular experts from Tech Prep directors can be found in Appendix G. 
Once these nominations were received by the SPECAP staff, individual 
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appointments for phone interviews were scheduled with each of the nominated 
individuals. The phone interviews were conducted by three SPECAP 
researchers over a two-month period from April through May of 1 996. A total of 
30 interviews were completed, with each interview taking approximately forty- 
five minutes to conduct. Each individual interviewed was promised 
confidentiality in the public dissemination of the findings. At the completion of 
each interview, the SPECAP researchers typed up their interview notes and 
sent a thank you card to the individual that they had interviewed. 

Upon completion of all 30 interviews, the interview notes from the 
separate interviews were combined, and the data coded for analysis. The data 
gathered from the phone interviews helped SPECAP researchers more fully 
understand and explain the findings gathered with the survey instrument. Since 
the SPECAP researchers promised confidentiality to the individuals 
interviewed, quotes used in the findings that follow do not provide information 
about the names of individuals interviewed or about the consortia with which 
they are affiliated. The findings of the phone interviews are presented in 
conjunction with the findings from the survey so that the reader has a more 
complete understanding of curricular policies and practices in allied health, 
business, and engineering technology programs. 

Findings from the Survey and Phone Interviews 

The findings from the 1996 Tech Prep Curriculum Questionnaire and the 
phone interviews have been integrated for the purposes of this final report. The 
findings will be discussed in the following sections: response characteristics, 
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importance of Tech Prep funding, curriculum development, curriculum 
implementation, curriculum evaluation, program improvements, future of Tech 
Prep programs, exemplary components, and areas of concern. The 
frequencies for all the questions on the 1996 Tech Prep Curriculum 
Questonnaire can be found in Appendix M. 

Response Characteristics 

Questionnaires received from 21 out of 25 of the Tech Prep consortia 
indicate that there is geographic representation in the responses (See 
Appendix E). The number of responses varied considerably by consortia, 
ranging from a low of one to a high of 49, with an average of just under 1 5 
responses per consortium. It would appear that four consortia directors did not 
distribute questionnaires to curricular experts within their consortia. One way to 
ensure 100% participation by consortia directors in future surveys may require 
cover letters to directors under the joint sponsorship of the Texas Higher 
Education Coordinating Board and the SPECAP research group. 

The survey respondents represented curricular experts in each of the 
three broad career pathways under study in this project: allied health, business, 
and engineering technology. Slightly under half of the respondents were 
affiliated with a business career pathway, with slightly under a quarter affiliated 
with an allied health career pathway, and slightly more than one tenth with an 
engineering technology career pathway (See Figure 3). This distribution of 
responses indicates that the consortium directors did target questionnaires 
towards individuals within their consortia involved in these three career 
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pathways. However, a sizable percentage of the respondents (20.9%) 
indicated that they were affiliated either with some other career pathway, or with 
no career pathway. This finding suggests that at least some questionnaires 
were sent to experts involved with curriculum development and evaluation in 
other career pathways, or perhaps to experts involved in curriculum 
development across a number of career pathways. 



Figure 3. Career Pathway Affiliation of Respondents. 
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The Tech Prep directors were asked to target the questionnaires to as 
many different stakeholder groups as possible. Figure 4 indicates 
representation from a number of different stakeholder groups in the survey 
responses. The majority of the survey respondents represented either high 
school faculty or administrators, with a sizable number of community college 
faculty and administrators also represented among the survey respondents. 
Relatively few responses came from representatives from the business and 
industry, labor, or government sectors. The high representation of individuals 
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from the education sector is perhaps not surprising on a questionnaire dealing 
with curriculum development and evaluation. Given their expertise in 

Figure 4. Stakeholder Affiliation of Respondents. 



Stakeholder Affiliation 




curriculum development, it is likely that faculty and administrators from the 
education sector played a dominant role in developing curriculum for Tech Prep 
programs in Texas. It is also possible that the representatives from sectors 
other than education did not feel as competent in responding to the 
questionnaire as those from the education sector. 

Importance of Tech Prep Funds 

One of the questions on the 1996 Tech Prep Curriculum Questionnaire 
was “How important were state Tech Prep funds in bringing together individuals 
to develop your program?” (See Figure 5). Almost nine in ten survey 
respondents indicated that Tech Prep funds were somewhat or extremely 
important in bringing together individuals to develop their programs. 
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Figure 5. Importance of Tech Prep Funds. 



How important were Tech Prep funds in bringing together 
individuals to develop your program? 




Extremely Somewhat Not 

Important Important Important 



The phone interview responses provided rich details about how 

individuals in Tech Prep programs utilized Tech Prep funds. A Perkins 

Coordinator at a community college indicated that 

Tech Prep funds were used to bring together individuals to create 
the skeletal vocational nursing program in the consortium. 



A district career counselor affiliated with a surgical tech program, said 

Tech Prep funds were the key in getting people from academic 
and technical departments to work together. The Tech Prep funds 
paid for subs and stipends for teachers to work nights and 
weekends. 

An administrator from a high school who was a stakeholder in a 

management information technology program, recalled that 

Tech Prep funds allowed them to obtain a grant for additional 
communication materials, provided the moneys for a 
manufacturing graphics lab, and pay for a consultant to advise 
them on their manufacturing graphics program. The funds also 
allowed them to produce a video used during presentations they 
make about the Tech Prep programs at their school. 
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According to one community college faculty member associated with a 
professional secretary program, 

Tech Prep funds were used to provide training sessions on the 
campuses to help teachers use laptop computers and relay 
information on processing competencies. 

These imaginative uses of Tech Prep funds to develop Tech Prep 
programs helps explain why 90%--an overwhelming majority of survey 
respondents--felt that Tech Prep funds were important in bringing people 
together. 

This is strong evidence that the presence of Tech Prep funds served as a 
catalyst to bringing together individuals who might not otherwise have had an 
incentive to work with one another. The phone interviews illustrate the creativity 
of the architects of Tech Prep and the range of activities that have been 
supported by Tech Prep funds: paying for release time for teachers, providing 
stipends for teachers to work on developing program curricula, in-service 
training for teachers, and making videos regarding Tech Prep programs. 
Clearly, Tech Prep funds have served as an important ingredient in promoting 
collaboration between the individuals necessary to develop Tech Prep 
programs. 

Curriculum Development 

A number of questions on the survey elicited information on the policies 
and practices associated with curriculum development in various Tech Prep 
programs areas of allied health, business, and engineering technology. Slightly 
less than two-thirds of the survey respondents (64.9%) indicated that their Tech 
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Prep program was a modification of an already existing program. Of those 
programs modified, slightly more than a quarter were the result of a merger of 
two or more pre-existing curricula (See Figure 6). The remaining one-third 
were created from scratch. Clearly, the majority of Tech Prep program curricula 
in these three career pathways were modifications rather than curricula created 
from scratch. 



Figure 6. Curriculum Development. 
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Slightly more than two-thirds of the survey respondents (67.1%) 
indicated that it took them six months or less to modify their curriculum to create 
their Tech Prep program (See Figure 7). 
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Figure 7. Duration of Curriculum Modification Process. 



Time Required to Modify the Curriculum. 




In creating or modifying the Tech Prep program curricula, slightly more than half 
indicated that they conducted a needs assessment, slightly less than four in ten 
conducted a job/task analysis, and slightly more than one-fifth conducted a 
DACUM process (See Figure 8). 



Figure 8. Curriculum Development Options. 
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The phone interview responses provided additional insights on 
curriculum development policies and practices. 

In an associate degree nursing program, a Tech Prep director indicated 

that 

a mini-DACUM process had been used because the nursing 
program must be certified by the state. Also, a needs analysis had 
been conducted for the associate degree nurses. 

The division chair of nursing in the same program indicated that they 
modified an already existing associate degree nursing program to create a 
Tech Prep program. 

The existing program was subdivided to better fit the format of the 
high school curriculum. 

A director of career and technical education stated that they had modified 
their vocational nursing program by modifying a two-year program in grades 1 1 
and 12 into a four-year 9-12 program, blocking English, math and science with 
health occupations courses. A needs assessment had identified health 
occupation jobs available in their service area. 

The Perkins coordinator for the same vocational nursing program 
indicated that 

some advanced skills courses, related to border health problems, 
were developed from scratch. 

The director of a surgical tech program relayed that they had 

completed a DACUM for the program and modified the curriculum 
by adding more internships, and creating an advanced certificate. 

Programs in the business career pathway also tended to be 
modifications of already existing programs. 
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A university professor indicated that the process of curriculum 

development for a management information technology program included 

the involvement of a group of business representatives in a 
competency task analysis. The management program at the 
community college was modified based on the analysis. 

A high school teacher in a management development program 

discussed 



translating college material into high school material, adding 
activities, modifying teaching styles and techniques, teaching 
students how to work in teams, and modifying vocabulary. 

A community college faculty member in a professional secretary program 

discussed their needs assessment process. 

We looked at the job market forecast and gathered information 
from other colleges and from the Professional Secretaries 
International Association. 

A similar modification process was at work in the engineering technology 
programs. A technical training foreman who helped develop a petrochemical 
program stated the curriculum development group, of which he was a member, 
visited three sites with similar programs. He also explained how they had 
converted DACUM tasks to competencies. 

A supervisor of operations and training in the same program discussed 
how they 



conducted a condensed DACUM by bringing 12 subject matter 
experts from area plants to identify skills and competencies 
needed to perform the job. 

The head of an aerospace flight training division discussed how they 
used a DACUM process to develop the aerospace program. 
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A curriculum already in place at [an aerospace organization] was 
modified for Tech Prep. 

A community college dean, referring to a graphics and design program, 
explained how 

surveys were distributed to engineering graphics companies to 
gather information about salaries and job titles. An associate 
degree in Engineering Graphics and Design was modified to 
create their Tech Prep program. 

Clearly, although the phone interviews highlight considerable variation in 
the composite of groups involved in the curriculum development process as 
well as methods used to develop Tech Prep program curricula, the survey 
responses demonstrate that the majority (64.9%) of programs are modifications 
of already existing curricula and that a job/task analysis or a DACUM process 
are most frequently used in curriculum development. 

The types of modifications include such changes as subdividing college 
courses to better fit the high school curriculum, adding advanced skills courses, 
adding more internships, and modifying teaching styles and techniques. These 
modifications have increased collaboration among high school teachers and 
administrators, community college faculty and administrators, and business and 
industry, and resulted in a number of new articulation agreements. Clearly, 
Tech Prep educational reform has fostered collaboration between secondary 
and postsecondary levels, and resulted in partnerships between education and 
business and industry that in many cases did not previously exist. 
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Curriculum Implementation 

A number of questions on the questionnaire asked respondents how they 
went about implementing their Tech Prep program curricula. In particular, the 
survey asked whether curriculum designers had the curriculum reviewed or 
pilot tested prior to implementation. 

Slightly less than three-quarters of the respondents (72.2%) indicated 
that various stakeholder groups reviewed their curricula, but only one in ten 
respondents indicated that there was a trial run of their program curriculum prior 
to implementation (See Figure 9). The small number of respondents indicating 
a trial run of their curriculum undoubtedly reflects the fact that the majority of 
programs did not need a pilot test, since they were modifications of already 
existing curricula. 

The major stakeholder groups involved in reviewing the curriculum 
included: program faculty (58.2%), high school/college representatives 

Figure 9. Pilot Testing and Field Testing. 
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(56.2%), and business and industry representatives (44.5%) (See Figure 10). 
Three-quarters of the respondents (75.6%) indicated that their program 
curriculum was reviewed by 15 or less individuals. 

Figure 10. Review of the Curriculum. 



Telephone interviews provided additional insights into the curriculum 

implementation processes being used in Tech Prep programs. 

According to one division chair of an associate degree nursing program 

the program curriculum was reviewed by the program advisory 
committee, the Tech Prep office, the college administration, and 
the State Board of Nursing Examiners, before it was ultimately 
reviewed by the Coordinating Board. 

A health occupations coordinator involved with a vocational nursing 
program indicated that their 
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program advisory committe reviewed the curriculum, along with 
hospital staff, and the dean from the nursing school at the four- 
year college. 

The Perkins coordinator involved with the same program also mentioned 

review by a crossdisciplinary curriculum committee at the college. 

A district career counselor at a community college involved with a 

surgical tech program explained that 

the college faculty as well as health occupations teachers in the 
high schools reviewed the program curriculum, along with the 
advisory council. 

The director of the program added that part-time faculty and the associate 

dean at the college reviewed the program curriculum as well. 

Similar variations were noted in the methods and individuals involved in 

reviewing the program curricula in the business career pathway. 

A community college MIT curriculum coordinator stated 

high school personnel, community college representatives, a four- 
year college representative, as well as representatives from 
business and industry, and government reviewed the program. 

A community college administrator involved in developing the curriculum 

in a management development program elaborated on the review of their 

program by 



industry representatives, high school faculty, community 
representatives, and other college deans. 

While a college faculty member involved with the development of a 

professional secretary program added that their review included 

the vice president for instruction, and the program advisory 
council. 
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A similar pattern emerged in the review process in the engineering 
technology pathway. 

A technical training foreman in industry affiliated with a petrochemical 

program described how the curriculum development committee 

brought the curriculum to the plant and shared its design with 
management, operators, and foremen. 

A supervisor in operations and training added that 

the curriculum was also reviewed by local high school instructors, 
as well as union and non-union representatives and the local 
management team. 

An industry training project manager affiliated with an aerospace 
program explained how their curriculum was reviewed by in-house experts. 

A community college dean added 

the aerospace curriculum was reviewed by school, college and 
government representatives, as well as by outside experts. 

In the construction of a graphics and design program, a community 
college dean noted 

the curriculum was reviewed by the curriculum and instruction 
committee at the college, and the vice president of academic 
affairs. 

A high school teacher added 

the program curriculum was reviewed by industry, local college 
and university representatives, as well as the program advisory 
committee at the high school. 

The phone interview and survey data indicate the curricula of the majority 
of Tech Prep programs were reviewed by a number of stakeholder groups 
before implementation. Although faculty and administrators in the education 
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sector were most frequently mentioned as involved in the review process, 
business, industry, labor, and government representatives were also frequently 
mentioned as members of the program advisory committees that also reviewed 
program curricula. 

The involvement of a number of different stakeholder groups in the 
review of Tech Prep program curricula appears to be an exemplary component 
of the curriculum development and evaluation process in Texas. Conversely, 
the small number of respondents who indicated that they formally pilot tested 
their curriculum before implementation suggests that pilot testing of curricula is 
a relatively weak component of the curriculum development and evaluation 
process in Texas. 

Another implication of the findings is that one of the strengths of the Tech 
Prep curriculum development process is the variety of stakeholder groups 
involved in the curriculum review process. More than half of the survey 
respondents indicated that their program was reviewed by both program faculty 
and high school and college representatives, and more than two fifths indicated 
that business and industry representatives were also involved in reviewing their 
program curricula. 

The phone interviews provide additional information on the variety of 
stakeholders involved in curriculum review, including high school faculty and 
administrators, community college faculty and administrators, four-year college 
faculty and administrators, program advisory committees, business and 
industry, union, and government representatives, and outside experts. The 
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curricula of Tech Prep programs are reviewed by a diverse group of 
stakeholders, helping to ensure that program curricula are valid, 
comprehensive, and up-to-date. The comprehensiveness of the review process 
is a positive consequence of the partnerships that have developed as the result 
of Tech Prep educational reform. 

Curriculum Evaluation 

A number of questions on the survey asked respondents to describe how 
they evaluated their curriculum and from whom they received feedback on its 
effectiveness. Survey respondents indicated that the three groups most 
involved in evaluating the effectiveness of program curriculum are faculty 
(56.8%), students (47.6%), and employers (40.4%). The indicators of curricular 
effectiveness most frequently mentioned by respondents included: the number 
of articulation agreements with two-year colleges (48.3%), and program job 
placement rates (31.5%) (See Figure 11). 

Figure 1 1 . Indicators of Curricular Effectiveness. 

Indicators of Effectiveness 
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The four groups most frequently mentioned as providing feedback about the 
effectiveness of program curricula are: program faculty (74.7%); school/college 
representatives (66.4%); program students (46.2%); and business/industry 
representatives (45.2%) (See Figure 12). 



Figure 12. Feedback on Curricular Effectiveness. 



Feedback on Curriculum Effectiveness 




The importance of these groups and indicators in evaluating program 
curricula is highlighted in the data from the phone interviews. The phone 
interviews of individuals involved in allied health programs describe in detail 
who provides feedback on their curricula and what indicators of curricular 
effectiveness they utilize. 

A Tech Prep director associated with an associate degree nursing 
program indicated 

measures of the effectiveness of the curriculum include examining 
the number of students involved in the program and the placement 
rate for program students. The students’ success in the program 
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and if they actually went to work in the field for which they were 
trained are also monitored. 

The division chair of nursing at the community college in the same 
program describes how she 

received feedback on the program from health occupations 
teachers in the local high schools and from high school students 
who come to campus to do extra work in the computer lab. There 
were other indicators as well, including the attrition/retention rate 
for the nursing students, student grades in nursing courses, and 
the passage rate on the state licensure exam. Also, entry and exit 
surveys of students were conducted in order to obtain feedback on 
the program. [We] expect to conduct employer surveys and to 
monitor placement rates as nursing students enter in the job 
market. 

As mentioned by a community college faculty member who teaches in an 
associate degree nursing program, casual and professional communication 
with counterparts at the high school level during clinical rotations often yields 
information on students’ progress in the program and after they have entered 
the workforce. 

A director of career and technical education in a vocational nursing 
program noted 

feedback is received from clinical faculty at the hospital, as well as 
from employers who hire their students and from the community 
college faculty who have had visits from their students. [We] also 
document student job placement rates, the number of students 
going on to college in the health field, and employer satisfaction 
with the graduates. All are used as indicators of effectiveness. 

A health occupations coordinator added that they also use 

the success rate of students in college and whether students are 
still working several years after graduation as indicators of 
effectiveness. 
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The Perkins coordinator mentioned other factors as effectiveness 
indicators, including the success rate of their students on the licensure exam, 
and the stability of the enrollment. 

The health occupations division chair for this program pointed to 

the signing of articulation agreements with high schools and the 
fact that high schools fund their part of the vocational nursing 
program with their own funds. 

Another approach in evaluating effectiveness, was described by a district 

career counselor affiliated with a surgical tech program. 

[We] use the number of students who pick up credits as a way of 
evaluating the curriculum, as well as conducting an employer 
follow-up of students after high school. 

The director of a surgical tech program stated that they 

survey graduates, and have current students evaluate clinical 
facilities and faculty. [We] also use the placement rate of students, 
and find out informally from employers whether students are still 
employed. 

A coordinator of hospital staff development noted that in addition to 
faculty evaluation of the program, the licensure passage rate provides 
information on the effectivenss of the program. 

A high school coordinator of health science technology mentioned that 
the student retention after a year at the community college proved 
to be a valuable indicator. 

Interviews with stakeholders involved with business programs revealed 
similar patterns of feedback and indicators of effectiveness. 

A university professor described how feedback on a MIT program was 
provided by 
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high school and community college faculty who were teaching the 
classes. Effectiveness was also assessed through instructor input, 
student feedback, and the use of an outside consultant brought in 
to evaluate the program. 

A high school administrator reflected that effectiveness of their program is 
determined by feedback from counselors, employers, students, parents, and the 
community. 

A high school teacher involved with a management development 
program described how 

feedback on the program was provided by students who 
completed evaluations of the program and from teachers who met 
to discuss issues and situations that arose. Employers who hired 
students in coop programs also provided feedback on how 
students were performing. 

A Tech Prep coordinator at the secondary level affiliated with a 

professional secretary program commented that 

feedback from the instructors of the more advanced level college 
courses was the most relevant feedback for instructors of the basic 
courses at the secondary level. Also vital in determining 
effectiveness was feedback from business and industry people. 
[We] plan to conduct formal surveys as students enter the 
workforce, as well as solicit feedback from parents and 
counselors. 

A college faculty in the same program described how they used 
information from the Texas Employment Commission to track where students 
are employed and the types of positions they are holding. 

A technical training foreman involved with a process technology program 
indicated that 

human resource staff and manufacturers provide feedback on 
students who had been placed in their industries. Students are 
asked to complete written evaluations twice during the course of 
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their program. Students’ job placement rates, course availability, 
and diversity among program students were also used as 
indicators of effectiveness. 

A supervisor of operations and training in industry stated that they sought 
feedback from students, instructors, and employers where the students are 
placed. 

An industry training project manager affiliated with an aerospace 
program, stated 

effectiveness is measured by working with the students and 
getting a feel for what they can do. 

A community college dean indicated that 

the contractors with whom students did their internships would 
provide input on student progress. Additionally, program 
effectiveness is judged by evaluations from students and 
employers, and from job placement rates. 

A head of a space flight division commented that 

[I] would go and observe classrooms to check on the progress of 
students. The number of high school and community college 
students participating in the program are also good indicators. 

A high school teacher in a graphics and design program finds that 

effectiveness can be measured by the number of high school students 

participating in the program and the number of articulation agreements. 

A community college dean added 

feedback on the program is provided by the program advisory 
committee, high school faculty, and from vocational directors at 
high schools. [We] also plan to measure effectiveness . by 
examining the job placement rate and through surveys of 
employer satisfaction. 




36 



39 



SPECAP Final Report 



August 1996 



Survey data revealed that respondents focus on articulation agreements 
with two-year colleges and job placement rates as the primary indicators of the 
effectiveness of their program curricula. The interviews added a broader 
perspective of the range of indicators used to measure effectiveness: the 
number and diversity of students in programs, the retention rate of students at 
the two-year college, the GPA of high school and community college Tech Prep 
students, passage rates on licensure exams, exit surveys of students, and 
employer surveys. 

Clearly, a number of process as well as product indicators are used as 
indicators of the effectiveness of Tech Prep program curricula. Noticeably 
absent from this list of indicators are longitudinal student outcome assessments 
measuring the development of skills and abilities, values and attitudes from the 
beginning to the end of a Tech Prep program. 

Program Improvements 

One of the questions on the survey asked respondents to indicate what 
groups are currently involved with improving their Tech Prep program 
curriculum. The groups most involved in the improvement process are: 
program faculty (79.5%); school/college representatives (76.7%); and 
business/industry representatives (52.4%) (See Figure 13). 

The phone interviews provide much richer descriptions of the types of 
program improvements that were undertaken. 
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Figure 13. Curriculum Improvement. 



Groups Involved In Curriculum Improvement 




The division chair in a associate degree nursing program spoke 

about 

always looking for more ways to articulate with area high 
schools. [I’m] looking at reconfiguring the nursing aide 
program into a Tech Prep format. 

A Perkins coordinator involved with a vocational nursing program 

detailed how their program had been enhanced by adding advanced skills 

courses related to border health as well as public health and cultural issues. 

A director of career and technical education stated they 

created a health academy magnet high school, remodeled 
facilities, changed teachers’ schedules, and received release time 
for teachers to work on the development of the magnet school. . 

The health academy is part of a national study of academies. As a result of 

discussions with other academies, they have made many program 

improvements. 

The director of the surgical tech program outlined how there had been a 
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multimillion dollar renovation of facilities, with 1600 square feet 
devoted to operating room suites. Increased funding has been 
provided to the program, and hospitals have donated operating 
room lights and film, and four part-time faculty have been added to 
the program. 

A community college dean overseeing a management information 
technology program stated 

the department staff meet on a weekly basis to update articulation 
agreements and to increase the number of schools with which 
they are articulating. 

A community college administrator, in discussing improvements to a 

management development program, commented 

Every year I thought it couldn’t get any better and every year it did. 
It was just great! 

An industry representative in the same program provided another insight 

into what has made the program successful. 

Ownership was in the hands of teachers, who have a vested 
interest in seeing the program succeed. The teachers study the 
content, and revalidate it with community resources. 

A high school Tech Prep coordinator commenting on a professional 

secretary program added 

[We] have developed a number of options that students can apply 
their articulated credit towards, including a certificate program in 
word processing, medical transcription certificate program, as well 
as the associate of applied science degree with the advanced 
skills component, and a professional secretary AAS program with 
a legal option. 

An industry supervisor of operations and training indicated that, as part of 
the process technology program, they were developing a process 
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troubleshooting course that would be offered all over the world through distance 
learning modalities. 

A technical training foreman in the same program described 

a student tracking system created by a vendor that tracks student 
mastery of competencies and test scores. It is also capable of 
monitoring student attendance and program demographics. 

A community college associate dean described how all faculty in this 
program are required to take a course on Interactive Instruction Techniques 
before being allowed to teach in the program. 

A community college dean involved in a graphics and design course 
proudly announced that 

the program has grown in three years from 25 to 130 students. 

Vocational/technical education programs in Texas have been improved 
as a result of Tech Prep education reform in a variety of ways. The types of 
program improvements mentioned by individuals in the phone interviews 
included: adding advanced skills courses, changes in teachers’ schedules, 
renovation of facilities, increased program funding, the addition of program 
faculty, updating of articulation agreements, increased program options, and the 
creation of student tracking systems. 

Along with these improvements to already existing programs, entirely 
new vocational/technical programs have also been developed as a result of the 
impetus of Tech Prep educational reform. Taken together, the creation of new 
programs, and the improvements to existing programs, provides evidence of the 
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impact that Tech Prep has had on the improvement of the Texas workforce 
development system. 

Future of the Programs 

Two questions on the survey asked respondents to comment on the 
future of their Tech Prep programs. When asked if they believed that their Tech 
Prep program would continue if state Tech Prep funds were no longer available, 

Figure 14. Program Institutionalization. 
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more than two-thirds of respondents (71.1%) agreed or strongly agreed that 
their program would continue (See Figure 14). 

When asked to point to indicators of the permanency of their program, the 
most frequently mentioned indicators of permanency were: articulation 
agreements (67.5%); program inclusion in the course catalogue (58.9%); state 
approval of the program (52.4%); additional course offerings (42.1%); and 
increased program enrollment (40.8%) (See Figure 15). 
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Figure 15. Indicators of Institutionalization. 

Indicators of Institutionalization of the Curriculum 




Greater detail about the beliefs of respondents regarding the future of 
their Tech Prep programs is provided in the phone interviews. 

The division chair of nursing in an associate degree nursing program 
strongly agrees that the program would continue without TP funds and expects 
increased enrollments in the college’s Tech Prep; while a health occupations 
coordinator of a vocational nursing program felt that the school district is 
committed to the program. 

The Perkins coordinator thought that 

the program would continue without state Tech Prep funds, since 
the program is partly supported with the basic institutional 
allocation of Carl Perkins funds. 

A district career counselor indicated that their surgical tech program will 
continue 
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because Tech Prep has helped make connections between 
secondary and postsecondary sectors and business and industry. 
But [we] need money to continue getting teachers involved in job 
shadowing and for creating new programs, which may not be 
available when Tech Prep funds are removed. 

A coordinator of hospital staff development also stated that although 

finances and money are always needed, she feels that her community college 

is committed to the program. 

In describing the future of the management information technology 

program, a high school administrator stated 

the lab cost $70,000, so with that much of an investment [we] won’t 
eliminate the program. [But] until Tech Prep is on the state’s report 
card, the schools won’t go at it wholeheartedly. Tech Prep 
programs will continue because Tech Prep is about making school 
relevant. 

A university professor in the same program believed that 

the program would continue at the college level without Tech Prep 
funds, but that it’s less Nkely at the high school level, since the 
Tech Prep consortium was paying the high school teachers for 
classes being taught for college credit. 

A community college curriculum coordinator disagreed with this 

assessment, arguing that 

the number of Tech Prep students is small, and in some cases, the 
courses would require adding dollars to support them, and the 
school is not. ready to do that. At the program level there may be 
faculty to teach the courses, but no equipment to do so. The 
advanced certificate program would be the weakest part, since no 
funds have been put into this. 

A high school teacher, in referring to the future of the management 

development program, stated that 

there is a great likelihood that the program will continue, since 
every year there is an increase in enrollment, and it is accepted by 
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the community. The teachers are in favor of the program, and that 
there are even inquiries from other schools about their program. 

A community college administrator in referring to the future of the same 
program countered that 

there is no evidence that there is an infrastructure in place to 
support the program after Tech Prep funds are removed. It takes a 
tremendous amount of coordination and that is what Tech Prep 
does. It would not be as effective without Tech Prep. I would 
recommend that there be a full-time, permanent coordinator. 

A college faculty in the same program concurred that the management 
development program would continue without Tech Prep funding, but that it 
would be hard. 

An industry representative had a different viewpoint about the future of 

the management development program. 

Teachers fight for the program because they have pride in it. The 
curriculum has rigor and depth, and is a collaborative effort, which 
makes it a robust curriculum, not easily dismissed as a fad. The 
program is institutionalized. School folk think it is vital to have 
integrated learning. There are too many right things, too much 
ownership, buy-in, and the resources are available to renew the 
curriculum. The program has demonstrated its effectiveness 
through the growth in the number of students, parents believing in 
its usefulness, and the curriculum having been validated by 
business and industry. 

A college faculty in a professional secretary program argued that funds 
are needed to keep up with technology and the curriculum, and that the 
program would not continue without Tech Prep funds. 

There was much more consensus about the future of the programs in the 
engineering technology pathway. 
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A supervisor in operations and training indicated that he felt their process 

technology program would continue with Tech Prep funds because 

the program is industry driven and industry has a lot at stake and a 
lot to benefit from hiring students. 

A training consultant in industry concurred with this assessment of the 

future of this process tech program, stating 

scholarships have been established, and there are more job offers 
than they know what to do with. 

A plant manager agreed that there is enough interest in the program that 
it would continue without Tech Prep funds to some degree. 

A similar optimism was expressed by individuals affiliated with an 
aerospace program. 

An industry training project manager commented that 

the word is out about the program and others now want to 
participate. Companies continue to support the program by hiring 
students in the summer months. 

A community college dean said 

the program is included in the course catalogue, new staff and 
courses have been added, funding is adequate, the state has 
approved the program, the program has been accredited, and 
there are articulation agreements with the high school and 
neighboring university. The program will continue regardless of 
Tech Prep funds. 

The head of a space flight training division concurred, indicating that the 
aerospace program has become a permanent part of the college curriculum, 
and that it is to the community college’s benefit to keep the flow going. 

Finally, in discussing the future of a graphics and design program, a high 
school teacher related that 
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the program has been included in the catalog, there are additional 
course offerings, there is increased enrollment, and articulation 
agreements. The number of classes offered per semester has 
grown from one to six to accommodate students. The program will 
continue without Tech Prep funds because no state funds were 
used to modify the program. 

The majority of survey respondents agreed or strongly agreed that their 
Tech Prep program would continue even after state Tech Prep funds were no 
longer available. This suggests that the majority of the Tech Prep program have 
become institutionalized, and will continue to be supported by the institutions in 
which they are located even without Tech Prep funds from the state. 

Although the future of many Tech Prep programs appears secure, the 
phone interviews provide some insight about things which might be jeopardized 
if state funds were no longer available. These include money to continue 
having teachers involved in job shadowing, the creation of new programs, 
money to buy equipment, support for advanced certificate courses, and 
coordination in support of overall Tech Prep efforts. 

Exemplary Components 

Using the components of the SPECAP Curriculum Development Model, 
survey respondents were asked to indicate what components of their curriculum 
development and evaluation process they considered to be exemplary. Of the 
nine components of the model, the three most frequently mentioned by 
respondents as exemplary are: approving/improving the curriculum (39.7%); 
designing the curriculum (38.4%); and reviewing the curriculum (34.2%) (See 
Figure 16). 
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Figure 16. Exemplary Components. 

Exemplary Components of the Curriculum Development, 
Implementation, and Evaluation Process 




Assessing the Effectiveness 
Ensuring Continuation 
Approving/Improving the Curriculum 
Feedback on the Curriculum 
Trying out the Curriculum 
Reviewing the Curriculum 
Designing the Curriculum 
Analyzing Curriculum Devel. Options 
Positioning Stakeholders 



A divison chair in nursing commented that she believes 

the strength of her Tech Prep nursing program comes from the 
program faculty who are open to ways to work with high school 
faculty. The community college faculty spent a lot of time working 
with high school faculty. They gave them competency profiles, 
and offered college resources to health occupations teachers, 
including audio-visual materials and computer technology. 

A health occupations coordinator involved with a vocational nursing 

program commented that they were 

the first Tech Prep approved nursing program in Texas. It was a 
faculty driven process with lots of buy-in. [We] had the luxury of 
release time to make bridge building in the community possible. 
The school allowed this out of their own funds. Classroom 
teachers are often locked into a classroom all day, and need 
community liaisons to break the “ivory tower” syndrome. 
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The diversity of the students in the program is an exemplary 
component. Many of the students are first generation students 
from homes without indoor plumbing. Ninty-nine percent are 
minority from low SES backgrounds. Eighty percent have parents 
who have not graduated from high school, and where English is 
not spoken at home. 

The Perkins coordinator, in discussing the strength of the same program, 
mentioned that the program is strong because of the efforts that were made to 
enhance the curriculum with border health courses. 

A community college director of career and technology education added 
that the relationship between high school and college faculty and administration 
is outstanding. 

If we see a problem in the curriculum, we immediately correct it 
without the red tape. This is a good hands on program with plenty 
of opportunities for students to be in the real world with adults as 
role models. Students mature, become focused, and their grades 
go up as they see why they need algebra and speech and writing. 
They also see what jobs are out there in the hospitals. 

Tech Prep has its place and it is an important resource. It helps 
build linkages and not duplicate efforts. Because of Tech Prep 
everything is running smoothly. 

In discussing the exemplary components of a surgical tech program, a 

district career counselor mentioned 

job shadowing, where biology and occupational teachers went to 
a prosthetics firm, and developed units of study based on their 
visit. And the teacher training, where secondary and 
postsecondary teachers shared how they taught the medical 
terminology class, and showed each other how to use computer 
programs. Also, there are ongoing conversations between high 
school and community college faculty. Partnerships make the 
Tech Prep programs work. 
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The director of the surgical tech program felt the exemplary component 

had to do with the faculty and administrators involved with the program. 

People are dedicated. The associate dean empowers directors 
and encourages free thinking. The part-time faculty produce a 
quality product, where the community is the customer. 



A high school coordinator of health science technology added that their 
exemplary component is dual credit which greatly enhances student 
participation. 



Students can transfer credit to four-year colleges if students go out 
of the area. Dual credit gives the medical terminology class status, 
and the course is moving to the honors program. 

A coordinator of hospital staff development found exemplary that 

people are committed to adult education -- flexible and open to 
new ideas. This openness is a tribute to the faculty. 

Exemplary components were also identified by those individuals 

interviewed in business-related Tech Prep programs. 

A high school administrator cited a number of factors which he 

considered exemplary in their management information technology program. 

Our partners are so valuable to us because that’s where we learn 
what is relevant. The career pathways program is outstanding. It 
has been presented at numerous schools and conferences. There 
is good feedback from outside the school that the program is 
exemplary. They also have published a career pathways booklet 
that shows graduation plans. 

A university professor affiliated with the same program commented that 

the curriculum is exemplary. Tech Prep’s networking with 
business and industry, getting the experts, was exemplary. The 
Tech Prep director was instrumental in getting people together. 
She’s a master of networking. 
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A community college curriculum coordinator indicated that positioning 

the architects was the most exemplary component of the same program. 

There is continuing contact with employers. We have an 
outstanding department head who is knowledgeable and 
dedicated. He has been involved in the initial management 
program 8-10 years ago and he keeps up with developments in 
the industry. 

In referring to a management development program, a high school 

teacher praised the Tech Prep consortium. 

They keep us all glued in together. The feedback is also excellent 
because the Tech Prep consortium, the colleges, and the schools 
all communicate. 

In referring to the same program, a community college administrator 
stated that 



all the components are exemplary. It was started from scratch 
based on what industry wants. Students are active in the process, 
reporting their accomplishments and achievements to the college 
board. Some of the schools have received special grants, and 
brought Tech Prep programs into their schools. I like the idea of a 
seamless curriculum, because then the students win, and the 
schools, industry, and college wins. 

An industry representative also cited the collaborative aspect of the 

management development program as exemplary. 

The program is the result of a collaborative effort. The 
development was broad-based with input from community sources 
and resources who took the consortium idea to heart in that it was 
a collaborative, broad-based, with expertise and wisdom from 
many areas of the county. People take pride in the program. 
Collaborative leadership in teams leads to valid courses, and 
thousands of students who are better prepared. 

A high school teacher had high praise for the management development 



program. 
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I think it’s a wonderful program. I’ve seen the positive effects on 
students who thought they couldn’t go to college and did. There is 
a good relationship between the high school and college. The 
high school teachers and professors are ‘meeting as equals’. I 
like the program, and think it is one of the better things we’ve come 
up with in the last few years when we tried to improve education. 

In critiquing a professional secretary program, a college faculty member 
commented that 

their positioning of the architects and review of the curriculum are 
particularly exemplary. They are constantly looking forward to 
ways to make things better. They have ‘super’ people in business 
who provide feedback and help in any way they can. 

A Tech Prep coordinator at the secondary level added that analyzing 
curriculum options and designing the curriculum are their most exemplary 
features, and believes 

Designing the courses around the essential elements was a 
strength of the curriculum development process. 

The interviewees in engineering-related technology programs brought 
out a number of features that they considered exemplary in their programs. 

A technical training foreman in a process technology program felt that the 

positioning of the stakeholders, the feedback, and the assessment components 

are most exemplary. He cited a Houston based company that made 

modifications to an employee training record system to track student mastery of 

competencies in their Tech Prep programs. 

The key to Tech Prep is partnerships between educators and 
industry members. 

He praised the fact that one of the chemical companies loaned the community 
college an employee for 18 months at 80% time at the college to help 
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implement the program. The “loaned” employee’s time at the college was 

gradually phased down to 10% at the college. The salary for the “loaned” 

employee was paid for by the college with the company supplementing his pay 

and benefits to equal his regular salary with the chemical company. 

This individual was a key factor, and it would have taken much 
longer to implement the program without this arrangement with the 
company. 

He also noted that 

students need to be made aware of professional opportunities so 
that they become motivated. Tech Prep helps to open students’ 
eyes and motivates them, which in turn impacts dropout rates. 
Educators need to emphasize that individuals need to make a 
living, and need to connect schooling with where students see 
themselves going in their lives. Tech Prep does this and that is a 
step in the right direction. 

A supervisor in charge of operations and training affiliated with the same 

process technology program stated that there were a number of exemplary 

components to their program. He believes 

industry support and commitment is the key. He has made 
presentations on the program throughout the U.S. and there are 
not programs out there like this. All seven petrochemical plants 
have been supportive, hiring students from the program. The 
ability to attract female and minority students is another exemplary 
component, as is the quality of the instructors on their staff. All the 
classes are taught by adjunct faculty who are current or recently 
retired industry employees. 

Some of these exemplary components were also cited by a training 
consultant in the same program. 

This is the first time in the history of this city that all major 
companies came together to create something for all to use. 
Plants gave people and time. 
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A plant manager indicated that the success of the same program is 

based on commitment -- an industry driven curriculum. 
Sometimes individuals from industry worked on the advisory 
committee full-time at industry’s cost as advisors and faculty. 

A community college associate dean cited nine features of the process 

technology program that he believes make it exemplary 

• significant industry involvement 

• industry providing individuals to work on these projects 

• a DACUM based curriculum with specific outcomes 

• an annual retreat to evaluate the program 

• implementation of a continuous improvement model 

• student/faculty input; industry evaluation 

• a competency-based transcript 

• a project review update sent to industry; and, 

• vendor cost breaks on training materials. 

In summing up the key to the success of this program, he believes that 

dialogue with industry has been essential. Some institutions are 
sadly mistaken to think that they can do it alone. Technology 
moves too quickly. 

Similar comments were heard from individuals interviewed in an 
aerospace program. 

An industry training project manager indicated that 

industry was involved in developing two of the courses in this 
program. That’s what makes this program good. And, there was 
lots of good support from the schools -- working as a team. 
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A community college dean in the same program felt there were five 
features that help make their aerospace program unique 

• an introductory course written by industry 

• a summer industry internship 

• a capstone course 

• regular consortium meetings; and 

• very good industry support. 

In analyzing the strength of his graphics and design curriculum, a 
community college dean indicated that analyzing the curriculum options and 
designing the curriculum were exemplary components. 

The program was greatly enhanced by the DACUM panel of 

industry experts who indicated what skills and abilities were to be 

covered in the Tech Prep program. 

The exemplary components of Tech Prep curriculum development efforts 
center on the benefits of collaboration and its effects on the curriculum. The 
phone interviews elaborated on some of these positive consequences of 
collaboration that included: the increased communication between high school 
and community college faculty, increased communication between 
representatives of the education and business and industry sectors, the 
elimination of redundancy in the curriculum, and the improvements in the 
relevancy, validity, and comprehensiveness of Tech Prep curricula. Clearly, 
collaboration and partnerships are widely viewed as the essential ingredients in 
the success of Tech Prep program curricula. 
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Areas for Improvement 

Although a question on areas of curriculum development and evaluation 
in need of improvement was not asked on either the survey or on the phone 
interview protocol, a number of comments were made by individuals 
interviewed that fall into this category. These comments will be highlighted, 
since they have obvious implications for the recommendations to improve policy 
and practice to be covered in the final section of this report. 

A college faculty involved in teaching in an associate degree nursing 
program, believes that 

more communication between high school and community college 
faculty is necessary focusing on the desired student outcomes. 
We looked at competencies at an administrative level, without a 
whole lot of communication at the level of the faculty. I feel that 
more communication would increase the number of high school 
Tech Prep students that enroll at the community college level. 

A health occupations coordinator in a vocational nursing program is 
concerned that the intake counselors at the community college are not all that 
familiar with Tech Prep programs, and that there is a problem with turnover 
among the counselors. 

A college faculty member involved with a management development 

program echoed a similar concern. 

One of the biggest difficulties are the high school counselors. 
They should be able to identify the students to go into Tech Prep. 
The counselors need to believe in it and be sold on it and not fight 
it. School administrators and teachers work well with it -- but not 
the counselors. They are more concerned about getting students 
to college -- but many students will not be going. 
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A Tech Prep coordinator affiliated with a professional secretary program 
mentioned a similar concern. 

Counselors are not as involved in Tech Prep programs as they 
should be. Students need to be informed at the seventh and eight 
grade about their options in Tech Prep. 

Finally, a slightly different perspective was expressed by an technical 

training foreman in the process technology program. 

The associate dean at the college was stretched too far to provide 
attention to program development. It takes an industry person to 
spearhead this. Education is spending time and resources on 
general education. This effort is wasted, because students don’t 
have any direction. 

The most frequently mentioned area for improvement in the future 
development of Tech Prep programs is the involvement and support of high 
school and community college counselors. Individuals interviewed by phone 
indicated that there were a number of problems involving counselors, including: 
the lack of familiarity of community college counselors with Tech Prep 
programs, high turnover of counseling staff, and a lack of counselor support for 
Tech Prep options at the high school level. These concerns underscore the 
pivotal importance of counseling staff in supporting Tech Prep efforts at both the 
high school and community college levels. 

Monograph 

The monograph, The Texas Tech Prep Consortia: Strategies for 
Advancing Technical Education, provides an overview of the strategic planning 
policies and procedures that the state of Texas and its Tech Prep consortia 
used to develop Tech Prep programs. Currently, Tech Prep practitioners across 
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the state of Texas and the country need documented examples of strategic 
planning that have lead to the development of Tech Prep programs that make 
higher education more affordable and accessible to public school and college 
students through seamless options and multiple opportunities. The 30 papers 
in this SPECAP monograph provide documentation of the impact strategic 
planning has had on the development of the Tech Prep system in Texas. The 
contributors to the monograph include Tech Prep stakeholders selected from 
throughout the state, as well as the principal investigators of the SPECAP 
Research Group. 

The SPECAP monograph documents the impact of planning, marketing 
of programs, and institutionalization on the success of Tech Prep programs 
within the state. The Texas Tech Prep Consortia: Strategies for Advancing 
Technical Education provides a series of diverse pictures of what has 
happened to the workforce development system in Texas since the advent of 
Tech Prep. The monograph recognizes and describes exemplary programs so 
that their policies and practices can be disseminated to a wider state and 
national audience. 

In addition to disseminating the findings generated by SPECAP 
researchers, the monograph publishes papers contributed by presenters to the 
1996 Texas State Tech Prep Conference. This conference is sponsored each 
year by the Tech Prep Director’s Association of Texas to share ideas about 
Tech Prep among thousands of Tech Prep stakeholders. At the 1996 Texas 
Tech Prep State Conference, more than two hundred papers were presented to 
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several thousand conference participants. In the spring of 1996, SPECAP 
researchers asked their advisory council to nominate the top papers from this 
group of 200 that described the best examples of exemplary strategic planning 
in developing Tech Prep. Fifty-six papers were identified by either the advisory 
council or by the SPECAP Research Group for possible inclusion in the 
monograph. The authors of these 56 papers were sent a letter soliciting their 
paper as a possible chapter in the monograph. The letter sent to the presenters 
at the 1996 Tech Prep State Conference can be found in Appendix J. 
Manuscripts were submitted for possible inclusion in the monograph through a 
peer review process. 

Another group of contributors to the monograph included the Tech Prep 
consortium directors, and others that had a statewide perspective on the 
development of the Tech Prep system. Letters requesting contributions to the 
monograph were sent to all 25 Tech Prep consortium directors, as well as to 
other individuals identified by our advisory council as having a statewide 
perspective on Tech Prep. The letter sent to these individuals can be found in 
Appendix K. After a peer review process, eight of the manuscripts were 
selected for inclusion in the monograph. 

All the manuscripts selected for inclusion in the monograph went through 
a two-step peer review process. Every manuscript submitted for inclusion in the 
monograph was first read by the SPECAP editorial staff, consisting of four 
members of the SPECAP research staff. Each of the SPECAP reviewers used a 
standardized protocol in reviewing each of the manuscripts, and assigned a 
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point total to each manuscript based on standard criteria. The protocol used in 
reviewing each manuscript can be found in Appendix L. 

After the in-house review, each manuscript was sent at random to two 
different outside reviewers-individuals who had submitted a manuscript for 
possible inclusion in the monograph-ensuring that no individual reviewed 
his/her own manuscript. These outside reviewers used the same protocol used 
for the in-house review found in Appendix L. After receiving the outside 
reviews, the SPECAP editorial staff averaged the point totals for all the reviews 
conducted on each manuscript. The twenty-nine manuscripts receiving the 
highest average point totals in these reviews were included in the manuscript. 
The manuscripts that were accepted were formatted and proofed by the editorial 
staff, and galley proofs were sent to each chapter author for final proofing before 
they were sent to the printer for printing and binding. 

Two copies of the monograph will be sent to each of the twenty-five 
consortium directors, and state agency staff, and one copy will be sent to each 
individual who had a manuscript accepted for publication in the monograph. An 
electronic copy of the monograph will be sent to Tech Lynx, the state 
clearinghouse for Tech Prep materials, and a copy will be sent to the Eric 
Clearinghouse on Community Colleges for inclusion in the ERIC system. 
Remaining copies will be mailed on a first-come-first-serve basis to those 
individuals who request a copy of the monograph. 

Table 1 shows the table of contents, and indicates the scope of coverage 
of topics included in the monograph. 




59 



62 



SPECAP Final Report 



August 1996 



Table 1. Monograph Table of Contents 

The Texas Tech Prep Consortia: Strategies for Advancing Technical Education 
Preface 

Hensley, O.; Opp, R.; Cooper, P. & Rivers, B. 

Acknowledgements 

I. An Introduction to Tech Prep in Texas 

1 . The Identity of Tech Prep in Texas 
Tunstall, Ken 

II. Consortia Contributions 

2. The Tech Prep Consortia Directors: The Architects for the Future of Texas 
Hensley, Oliver, Opp, Ronald, & Cooper, Pamela 

3. Tech Prep: Jewel in the Crown 
Pickle, Douglas L. 

4. Synthesis of Literature Related to Tech-Prep Outcomes 
Key, Cassy 

5. North Texas Tech Prep Consortium 
Vaughan, Ramona 

6. The Rationale for Tech Prep in the Panhandle of Texas 
McGee, Lynn 

III. Independent School District Collaborations 

7. The Seguin Center for Career Excellence 
Lawlis, Janette 




60 



63 



SPECAP Final Report 



August 1996 



8. Career Preparation Today for Tomorrow 
Elmore, Geralyn 

9. Making Our Students Marketable 
Schatz, Gene 

1 0. Collaboration at its Best 
Pfeifer, Jeri 

1 1 . Career Pathways: A Holistic Approach 
Sanford, Patsy 

1 2. Shadowing Programs for Small Rural Communities 
Wendt, Charles 

IV. Community College and University Advancements 

1 3. Apprenticeship Training: The Electromechanical Technology and Agricultural 
Science and Technology Connection 

Lovelady, Jim 

1 4. Transfer Planning Guides: A Southwest Texas Approach to Transfer 

Opportunity 

De Leon, John E. 

1 5. Working with Senior State Institutions to Establish Transfer Credits for Various 
Departments and Majors 

Springer, Stephen 

V. Curriculum Development 

1 6. SCANning The Curriculum: Teaching Workplace Skills 
Hull, Pamela 

1 7. Integration of Academics with Career and Technology 
Through Development of Community Contacts 
Duke, Sarah 



SPECAP Final Report 



August 1996 



1 8. Epistecybernetics: A New Way of Thinking about Developing, Articulating, and 
Evaluating Tech Prep Curricula 

Hensley, Oliver & Rivers, Bethany 

1 9. The Calculus Knowledge Register for Tech Prep 
Sisler, Peter 

VI. Government Strategies for Tech Prep Advancement 

20. Creating an Information, Market-Driven Education and Workforce Development 
System: The Role of Labor Market and Follow-up Information 

Froeschle, Richard 

21 . An Analysis of Tech Prep Strategic Planning 
Hensley, Oliver, Opp, Ronald, Cooper, Pamela; 

Rivers, Bethany, & Stewart, Gloria 

22. A SWOT Analysis of the Texas Approach to Tech Prep Development 
Opp, Ronald D. 

23. Tech Prep, the English Translation: An American Health Occupations Teacher 
Visits London to Share Tech Prep Tips 

Sutliff, Lynda 

24. The "Summer Jobs for Youth" Program: An Investment in the Future Well Worth 
the Price 

Bloomquist, Denise M. & Lackey, Cynthia 

VII. Industry & Tech Prep Partnerships 

25. The Importance of Private-Sector Leadership in Tech Prep Academic and 
Technical Education 

Maldonado, Cesar & Pat Bubb 

26. Motorola Career Pathways Program: From School-to-Work 
to Workforce Development 

Green, Sharon Knotts 





SPECAP Final Report 



August 1996 



27. Work that Educates: How to Make Structured Work-Based Learning Work 
Egloff, Robert 

28. Dialogue Between Educators and Industry: The Link to Institutionalization of Tech 
Prep Programs 

Krause, Steve 

VIII. Economic Development from Tech Prep 

29. Education, Technology and the World of Work: Creating the Future 
Schmitz, Charles & Schmitz, Elizabeth 

About the Authors 
References 



Handbook 

The purpose of the document collection and analysis process was to 
create a handbook of sample curricular documents that Tech Prep practitioners 
could use as models in developing and evaluating their own program curricula. 
The handbook has been designed to organize and codify the primary curricular 
documents involved in the curriculum design and evaluation process for Tech 
Prep programs. 

To organize the handbook, a model showing the impacts of the Tech 
Prep curriculum on different sectors has been used as the conceptual 
framework. The model used to organize the handbook is illustrated in Figure 
17. The Curriculum Impact Model consists of 11 different sectors: consortia, 
independent school districts, colleges, disciplines, exemplars, students, 
government, home and public, industry, economic development, and others. 
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Figure 17. SPECAP Curriculum Impact Model. 




Using the classification system created in the document analysis 
process, each document found in the handbook has been categorized as 
pertaining primarily to one of these eleven sectors. For example, a document 
containing minutes from a high school program advisory council meeting has 
been placed with the documents pertaining to the independent school district 
sector within the handbook. 

The fundamental purpose of the handbook is to provide a 
comprehensive sampling of the diverse types of curricular documents utilized in 
designing and evaluating Tech Prep program curricula. The handbook has 
been designed so that practitioners involved in developing and evaluating Tech 
Prep curricula within all the major sectors have a ready source of models that 
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they can adapt in designing and evaluating their own Tech Prep program 
curricula. Using the Curriculum Impact Model, the handbook has been 
organized so that individuals in the different sectors involved in Tech Prep 
curricululm development and evaluation may find curricular documents of 
relevance to their sector in one location. 

A total of ten copies of the handbook will be mailed to each of the Tech 
Prep consortium directors for dissemination to individuals within their consortia 
involved with curriculum development and evaluation. Additional copies of the 
handbook will be mailed to state agency representatives involved in overseeing 
Tech Prep curricular development in Texas. An electronic copy will be mailed 
to Tech Lynx, for inclusion in their state clearinghouse on Tech Prep materials, 
and a hard copy will be mailed to the ERIC Clearinghouse on Community 
Colleges, for inclusion in the federal ERIC system. Selected information about 
the handbook will also be placed on the SPECAP Home Page. 

Final Report 

This final report is designed to describe all the activities of the SPECAP 
Research Group over the 1995-96 grant year. The final report describes: the 
conceptual framework upon which this year’s grant activities is based, the 
activities of the SPECAP Advisory Council, and the conduct of the document 
analysis, site visits, phone interviews, and survey. Also included in the final 
report are descriptions of the products created by the SPECAP Research 
Group, including the handbook, monograph, final report, conference 
presentations, and the creation of the home page. The final report uses the 
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findings from the data gathered this grant year to draw inferences about 
implications for policy and practice; and to make recommendations for 
improving Tech Prep curriculum development and evaluation in Texas. 

Five copies of the final report will be distributed to representatives of the 
Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board to meet the reporting requirements 
for all Perkins grant recipients. An electronic copy of the final report will be sent 
to Tech Lynx for inclusion in the clearinghouse on Tech Prep in Texas, and a 
copy will be sent to the ERIC Clearinghouse on Community Colleges for 
inclusion in the ERIC system. An overview of the final report will be made 
available on the SPECAP Home Page to those with access to the Internet, and 
additional copies of the final report will be made available upon request from 
the SPECAP Research Group. 

Other Means of Dissemination 

There were a number of means of disseminating the findings of the 
SPECAP Research Group other than through publication of the monograph, 
handbook, and this final report. Other methods of dissemination included 
making presentations at state and national conferences, and by disseminating 
information about SPECAP products and activities electronically through the 
creation of a SPECAP Home Page. The sections that follow will discuss these 
other methods that the SPECAP researchers used to disseminate information. 
Conference Presentations 

The SPECAP Research Group presented their findings at two major 
conferences: the 1996 Texas State Tech Prep Conference in Austin, Texas, 
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March 27 - 30, 1996, and at the Workforce 2000 Conference in Atlanta, Georgia, 
January 31 - February 2, 1996. The presentation for both conferences focused 
on describing exemplary policies and practices in strategic planning used by 
Tech Prep consortia in Texas, based on findings from last year’s grant activities. 
A Powerpoint slide presentation was prepared for the purposes of these 
conference presentations. A shorter version was used at the September 
meeting of the Texas Tech Prep Director’s meeting. These presentations 
helped to disseminate the findings and activities of the SPECAP Research 
Group to a wider state and national audience. An overview of this presentation 
has been placed on the SPECAP Home Page that is described in the section 
that follows, and a copy will be mailed to Tech Lynx, for inclusion in their state 
clearinghouse on Tech Prep activities. A copy of the Powerpoint presentation 
on an IBM formatted disk is available upon request from the SPECAP Research 
Group to individuals or groups interested in using the slide show as part of their 
own presentations on strategic planning in Texas. 

Development of SPECAP Home Page 

A SPECAP team member has designed and implemented a SPECAP 
Home Page describing the activities and displaying the products of the 
SPECAP Research Group over the last two grant years. The web page 
includes an introduction, selected portions of the handbooks that have been 
produced in 1995 and 1996, the table of contents from the SPECAP 
monograph, an overview of a Powerpoint presentation on strategic planning, 
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the vitae of the principal investigators in the SPECAP Research Group, along 
with page links to other web sites describing information related to Tech Prep. 

With the insertion of the site address into several databases, several 
million people have access to the SPECAP Home Page, and an estimated two 
to three thousand hits a day are expected. The author has linked the SPECAP 
Home Page to several other education and Tech Prep organizations, and more 
links are anticipated. 

The long-range plan for the SPECAP Home Page is to allow for 
electronic dissemination of all research and information produced by the 
SPECAP Research Group, with links provided to governmental organizations 
such as the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board, the Texas Department 
of Commerce, and the Texas Education Agency, as well as links to educational 
organizations such as community colleges in Texas. 

Creating a SPECAP Home Page provides users in other states and 
around the world a chance to learn more about the Texas approach to Tech 
Prep strategic planning, curriculum development and evaluation, and 
performance assessment. The Home Page is seen as a supplement to hard 
copies of the products that SPECAP researchers create, allowing for cost 
effective dissemination of products and information to a much wider audience 
than would be otherwise possible through non-electronic means. The SPECAP 
Home Page is now operational, and may be accessed at the following web site 
address: 

HTTP://www.ttu.edu/~specap 
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Conclusions and Recommendations 

Tech Prep educational reform has had a significant positive influence on 
the workforce development system in Texas. The data gathered by the 
SPECAP Research Group demonstrate that a number of vocational/technical 
programs have been improved, and others created from scratch, through the 
impetus of partnerships stimulated by Tech Prep funding. It is axiomatic that 
educators tend to pay attention when the federal government provides money to 
develop components of the educational system, and Tech Prep funding through 
the Perkins Act is no exception to that rule. 

Tech Prep funding has captured the attention and the commitment of 
educators in the secondary and postsecondary levels, who in turn have worked 
successfully to develop partnerships with the business, industry, labor, and 
government sectors to improve the workforce development system in Texas. 
These partnerships have been the catalyst to improve the system, and would 
not have occurred on such a scale without the availability of Tech Prep funds. 
There are now new vocational/technical programs not previously available, 
many new options and improvements to previously existing programs, and new 
workforce education components that are the direct result of Tech Prep funding 
and the attention that it has generated on improving vocational/technical 
education in Texas. 

One observation about the many benefits of Tech Prep educational 
reform is that they tend to be hidden by the aggregate numbers collected by 
state agencies responsible for tracking Tech Prep programs. Data is readily 
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available to indicate how Tech Prep educational reform has resulted in the 
growth in the number of students enrolled in Tech Prep programs at both the 
secondary and postsecondary levels. Growth in numbers is viewed by state 
representatives as a good proxy for the effectiveness of Tech Prep educational 
reform. The assumption is that if Tech Prep enrollments are steadily increasing, 
then students and their parents must view Tech Prep efforts as an option worthy 
of their participation. These student enrollment numbers, along with trends 
showing the growth in the number of approved programs and approved options 
to programs, are used to justify continued funding for Tech Prep programs by 
the state. 

Aggregrate data do not indicate many of the benefits of Tech Prep 
educational reform. Most noticeably with the phone interviews and the site 
visits, SPECAP researchers learned first hand the more subtle, less easily 
measurable benefits of Tech Prep educational reform. Tech Prep practitioners 
informed us of the many improvements that they have made to their 
vocational/technical programs as a result of Tech Prep funding and the ensuing 
partnerships that have been created with other sectors, notably business and 
industry. Other practitioners described how Tech Prep funding served as a 
catalyst to create new programs that resulted from communication between 
secondary and postsecondary representatives talking with business and 
industry about what they needed to help develop the workforce in their regions. 
The synergy created by partnerships between sectors, that may not have had 
much communication with one another prior to Tech Prep educational reform, is 
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a powerful force that is not easily captured in data on student enrollment and 
growth in programs. 

One recommendation that we make is that the state continues efforts to 
capture these more subtle benefits of Tech Prep educational reform through site 
visits, phone interviews, and other methods of qualitative data gathering, along 
with its continuing efforts to document growth in student numbers and approved 
programs. Without this qualitative data, one does not have a complete picture 
of the full range of benefits that Texas has enjoyed as a result of Tech Prep 
educational reform. 

A second observation is that Tech Prep programs in Texas have 
developed in each of the twenty-five consortia with minimal regulation and 
control by the state. SPECAP researchers were unable to gather data from the 
Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board, or from any other state agency, 
regarding the number of students enrolled in Tech Prep programs by career 
pathway or by program. All data on Tech Prep student enrollments is 
aggregated by level, and by institution, but is not readily available by program at 
the postsecondary level, or even by broad career pathway at the secondary 
level. This makes it difficult to conduct research focusing on particular career 
pathways, and to track trends in student enrollments and program development 
within broad career pathways. 

Should Texas want to lay claim to having a state system of workforce 
development, such data would seem to be essential. Without such data, it is 
difficult to know if there is duplication of effort in program offerings in one region 
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of the state, or gaps in program offerings in other regions. It also makes it 
difficult to compare competencies across similar programs in different regions of 
the state, which will become increasingly necessary if the state is to move to a 
system of skills standards for measuring program effectiveness. To remedy this 
deficiency, the SPECAP Research Group recommends that the state begin 
gathering, and making data available, by program area and career pathway, as 
well as by institution and level. 

A final observation flows from the concerns expressed by a number of 
individuals interviewed about the pivotal role of counselors in Tech Prep 
educational reform. From the very outset of the Tech Prep effort, experts argued 
that high school and community college counselors needed to play a crucial 
role in providing advice and information to students about the Tech Prep option. 
As the Tech Prep system has evolved, the role of counselors has become even 
more pronounced. A number of individuals interviewed noted that counselors 
needed to spend more time providing information to students in junior high 
school about the Tech Prep option. Other individuals mentioned that high 
school counselors were not always as committed to the Tech Prep option as 
they were about the college prep option. Still others noted that community 
college counselors were not always aware of the Tech Prep option, and that 
counseling staff turnover sometimes made it difficult to provide smooth 
articulation between the secondary and postsecondary levels for students. 

These concerns underscore one of the key growing pains of the Tech 
Prep educational reform effort. Counselors are in a pivotal position to continue 
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the institutionalization of Tech Prep programs, or to subtly undermine such 
efforts. The concerns of Tech Prep practitioners that counselors need to be 
advocates of Tech Prep educational reform is a very real one, and an issue that 
needs to be addressed if Tech Prep is going to continue to grow and flourish. 
Based on these findings, the SPECAP Research Group recommends that the 
state double its efforts to provide money for staff development targeting high 
school and community college counselors. Dedicating resources to making 
counselors advocates for the Tech Prep option is an essential element in 
advancing Tech Prep educational reform in Texas. 
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MEMBERS 



SPECAP Advisory Council Members 
1995-96 



Ms. Myrna Albin 
Vocational Specialist 
Ysleta ISD 
El Paso 

Mr. Robert Franks 

Director, Tech Prep at Navarro College 
Corsicana 

Mr. Luis de la Garza 

Director, South Texas Tech Prep 

Laredo 

Dr. Jim Lovelady 

Director, Technical-Vocational Division 

Angelina College 

Lufkin 

Ms. Debra Nicholas 
Director, Alamo Tech Prep 
San Antonio 

Ms. Becky Weber 
Educational Program Advisor 
Central Power and Light Company 
Corpus Christi 

Dr. Douglas Pickle 

Professor & Division Chair of Industrial Technology 

Amarillo College 

Amarillo 

Ms. D’Arcy Poulson 

Director, Concho Valley Tech Prep 

San Angelo 

Dr. Lee Sloan 

Dean, Division of Occupational Education & Technology 
Del Mar College, West Campus 
Corpus Christi 
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SPECAP 

Advisory Council Meeting 
San Antonio, Texas 

November 15, 1995 9:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. 



Project Title: 

Effective Policies and Practices in Selected Career Fields 
Project Number: 

66180003 

Attendees: 

Mr. Robert Franks 

Director, Tech Prep at Navarro College 
Corsicana, Texas 
Phone: (903) 874-6501 

Dr. Jim Lovelady 

Director, Technical-Vocational Division 

Angelina College 

Lufkin, Texas 

Phone: (409) 633-4299 

Ms. Debra Nicholas 

Director, Alamo Tech Prep Consortium 

San Antonio, Texas 

Phone: (210) 733-2093 

Dr. Douglas L. Pickle 

Professor and Division Chair of Industrial Technology 
Amarillo College 
Amarillo, Texas 
Phone: (806) 371-3000 

Ms. D’Arcy Poulson 

Director, Concho Valley Tech Prep Consortium 
San Angelo, Texas 
Phone: (915) 947-9552 
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Dr. Carrie Brown 

Director, Tech Prep/School-to-Work Initiative Management Project 

Beaumont, Texas 

Phone: (409) 838-5555 Ext. 305 

Micah Dial 

Houston Community College 
Houston, Texas 
Phone:(713)871-9349 

Dr. Ronald Opp 

Assistant Professor and SPECAP Project Director 
Texas Tech University 
Lubbock, Texas 
Phone: (806) 742-2329 

Dr. Oliver D. Hensley 

Professor and SPECAP Principal Investigator 
Texas Tech University 
Lubbock, Texas 
Phone: (806) 742-1959 

Ms. Bethany Rivers 
SPECAP Research Assistant 
Texas Tech University 
Lubbock, Texas 
Phone: (806) 742-2916 

Ms. Gloria Stewart 
SPECAP Research Assistant 
Texas Tech University 
Lubbock, Texas 
Phone: (806) 742-3124 



Absent: 

Dr. Lee W. Sloan 

Dean, Division of Occupational Education and Technology 
Del Mar College 
Corpus Christi, Texas 
Phone: (512) 886-1200 



Ms. Becky North 
Educational Program Advisor 
Central Power and Light Company 
Corpus Christi, Texas 
Phone: (512) 881-5496 

Ms. Myrna Albin 
Vocational Specialist 
Ysleta ISD 

Phone: (915) 595-5734 

Mr. Luis de la Garza, Jr. 

Director, South Texas Tech Prep Consortium 

Laredo, Texas 

Phone:(210)721-5393 



Purpose and Intent of the Meeting 

As outlined in the goals and objectives of the grant, this was the first of three 
meetings of SPECAP Advisory Council. As a continuation of the research on 
effective Tech Prep policies and practices, the focus of this meeting was 
obtaining feedback from the advisory council members regarding the conceptual 
framework, scope, and methodology of this year’s research project - the 
identification of exemplary curricular activities in the Texas Tech Prep programs 
of allied health, business, and engineering technology. 



Summary of Discussions 

Following the introduction of attendees (those present and those absent), a slide 
presentation introduced the SPECAP staff, the proposed conceptual framework 
for the research, the 1994-95 project which provides the methodological 
foundation for this year’s project, and a plan for the current project scope, 
methodology, and products. Agenda and handouts were provided to all 
attendees. Attendees were requested to complete an evaluation of project 
implementation elements and meeting format. 



Sharing of Resources. 

There are several groups and individuals who are looking at various aspects of 
Tech Prep programs, e.g., SPECAP, Micah Dial, etc. It is important that all are 
aware of each other’s projects and share resources in order to produce the most 
comprehensive and valuable products to the Tech Prep consortia. For example, 
Micah Dial suggested sharing one to two members of the advisory group with 



SPECAP in order that both boards would be aware of each others' project yet 
each project would still maintain its individuality. 



1994-95 Research Conducted bv Kav Hodae. 

Kay Hodge, Texas Tech University, completed a research project regarding 
student satisfaction with Tech Prep programs in Texas. This project has not, 
perhaps, been given the attention it should have been given. Attempts will be 
made to get a press release on the findings of the study which indicated a high 
level of satisfaction with the Tech Prep program by high school students. 



Publicity and Presentations. 

It was suggested that care be taken in press releases and any presentation 
material that the terminology not insinuate that Tech Prep programs are geared 
to students who are “less than college grade material. It should be emphasized 
that Tech Prep is an option. It provides multiple options as well as multiple exit- 
entry points throughout the life span. It was suggested that the program be 
marketed as “The Tech Prep Option.” It was suggested that all press releases 
flow through the Tech Prep Directors’ marketing committee. Also, a copy of the 
press release from Texas Tech should be sent to all Texas Tech Prep directors 
for release to their local newspapers. 



Gaining Advocacy. 

There is still much work to be done to get information out to the public and to 
legislators regarding the availability and successes of the Tech Prep programs. 

It was suggested that post cards be written to Texas legislators relaying 
sentiments on the need to continue Tech Prep programs. Efforts also need to be 
concentrated on public awareness of “The Tech Prep Option.” 



Conceptual Framework. 

It was suggested that the conceptual model which provides the framework for the 
research be modified to include economic development. Since Tech Prep is a 
Tri-Agency endeavor, it is important to address the focus/requirements of each 
agency. It was emphasized that there must be communication between 
education and business/industry and an understanding of the driving forces of 
industry. Economic impact data might be secured using the Socrates database. 



Tech Prep Curriculum. 

There may be some difficulty in the identification of curricular processes and 
documents because: 
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1 . There are currently no guidelines regarding whether a student is to 
receive credit for a class at a particular junior college or institution of higher 
education. This transferability issue is currently being dealt with on a case by 
case, course by course basis. Most of the decisions are being made by the 
registrars of each institution. Dr. Brown is currently collecting data regarding the 
acceptance of credit for courses from high schools by community colleges. She 
will share her findings when her study is completed. 

2. The identification of career areas may be difficult as currently none of 
the regions cluster in the same way. There are no clear career areas in Texas. 
Dorothy McNutt may be collecting data regarding articulation and, perhaps, 
should be contacted regarding her findings. Efforts should be expended toward 
developing a statewide system of transfer guidelines, perhaps, one of the 
educational agencies taking the initiative in course coding. It was suggested that 
rather than standards, "guidelines” would be a more acceptable approach. 

3. Perhaps a program to program rather than course to course approach 
should be used. 

4. One of the difficulties is getting the process down to the level of the 
students. They need to declare a major. There was discussion about five ISDs in 
the Hill Country that have required all students to declare a career pathway and 
the benefits they receive. 



Document Analysis 

The SPECAP group requested Tech Prep directors provide curricular documents 
for use in the document analysis. Regarding the document analysis: 

1 . When designing a Tech Prep major, one must look at all the 
components, e.g., Does it contain the math as needed by industry? How are the 
SCANS competencies incorporated? It was suggested that further information be 
gained from phone interviews such as how the curriculum process was started, 
e.g., By SCANS competencies? Are requirements academic, technical or both? 
Is there a vertical attack of the problem? 

2. In addition to the Texas consortia SPECAP also conducts a nationwide 
survey of Tech Prep to inquire what else is being done and if there are any 
curriculum evaluation models in existence. For consortia identified as exemplary, 
the criteria used in the selection process should be obtained. 



Questionnaires and Telephone Protocol. 

The Advisory Council was reminded that the focus of the research this year will 
be solely on curriculum. The questionnaires will seek information regarding how 
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the curriculum is developed and how the curriculum is being evaluated. The 
questionnaires will be sent to the Tech Prep directors who can then identify the 
individuals in their consortium who should respond. Each consortium will be 
reimbursed for postage. It was suggested that the surveys need to be made very 
simple. Last year, they were too complicated and too long -- making it difficult for 
individuals to respond. Council members cautioned the SPECAP group about 
terminology, e.g., the high schools define developing curriculum as looking at a 
single course while the community colleges use the same term for designing the 
whole 72 hour program. SPECAP will send a prototype of the questionnaire to 
council members for review before sending the instrument to the consortia. 

The process for the telephone protocols will be as follows. At the February Tech 
Prep Directors’ Meeting, the directors will be provided a list of consortia with 
allied health, electronic technology, and business programs. A checklist based 
on Tech Prep curriculum development guidelines and the SPECAP model for the 
development process will be distributed to program directors. The directors will 
then "self-rate” their own programs. The exemplary programs will thus be 
identified. 



SPECAP will be seeking additional moneys to produce a monograph. Those 
involved in Tech Prep will be asked to submit material for the publication. It was 
suggested that at least one of the chapters address commonalities. 



Future Advisory Counci l Meetings, 

In order to conserve time, the second Advisory Council Meeting will be held in 
conjunction with but before commencement of the Statewide Tech Prep 
Directors’ Meeting in Houston in February 1996. The Advisory Council will meet 
from 8:00 a.m. to 12 noon on Tuesday, February 20th. The third meeting will be 
in Lubbock from 12 noon until 4:00 p.m. on May 1 , 1996. 



Decisions/Action Items 



1. Sharing Resources . 

Douglas Pickle is serving on both an advisory committee for Micah Dial and on 

the SPECAP Advisory Council. 

2 1994-95 Research conducted by Kay Hodge 

Kay's research project regarding student satisfaction with Tech Prep will be 
included in presentation, publication, and publicity endeavors. 
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3. Publicity and Presentations 

(a) The press release by TTU will be shared with all Tech Prep directors. They 
will, in turn, be asked to share this information with their local news media. 

(b) The term "Tech Prep Option" shall be used to describe the Tech Prep 
program. 

4. Gaining Advocacy 

Post cards will be sent to legislators lauding the efficacy of the Tech Prep 
Option. 

5. Conceptual Framework 

The model will be modified to include economic development. 

6. Document Analysis 

Components of curricular documents will be analyzed. The regulating boards 
comparable to the Coordinating Board in Texas will be contacted regarding 
exemplary Tech Prep curriculum development and implementation in their 
states. Attempts will be made to secure those documents. 

7. Questionnaires 

Two aspects of primary concern this year in construction of the instrument will be 
(a) simplification and (b) not as lengthy as last year. A draft of the questionnaire 
will be sent to Advisory Council Members for review and comment. 

8. Monograph 

At least one of the chapters in the monograph shall focus on common elements 
of Tech Prep curricular documents. 

9. Future Advisory Council Meetings 

The second meeting shall be held in the morning of February 20th. 



Project Title: Effective Policies and Practices in Selected Career Fields 
Project Number: 66180003 
Fiscal Agent: Dr. Ronald Opp 

Texas Tech University 
Lubbock, Texas 79409-1071 

MINUTES 

SECOND SPECAP ADVISORY COUNCIL MEETING 
Houston, Texas 

Wednesday, February 21,1996 
8:00 a.m. to 11:30 a.m. 



Attending: 

Ms. Becky Colvin, Project Specialist, Gulf Coast Tech Prep Consortia 
Phone: 713-591-3531 

Mr. Rob Franks, Director, Tech Prep at Navarro College 
Phone: 903-874-6501 

Luis de la Garza, Director, South Texas Tech Prep 
Phone: 210-721-5165 

Dr. Oliver Hensley, Principal Investigator, SPECAP 
Phone: 806-742-1959 

Mr. Steve Krause, Research Assistant, SPECAP 
Phone: 806-742-3124 

Dr. Ron Opp, Project Director, SPECAP 
Phone: 806-742-2329 

Dr. Douglas Pickle, Professor/Division Chair of Industrial Technology 
Amarillo College; Phone: 806-371-5000 

Ms. Bethany Rivers, Research Assistant, SPECAP 
Phone: 806-794-2916 

Dr. Lee Sloan, Dean Division of Occupational Education and 
Technology, Del Mar College, West Campus 
Phone: 512-886-1700 

Ms. Gloria Stewart, Research Assistant, SPECAP 
Phone: 806-742-3124 



Absent: 

Ms. Myrna Albin, Vocational Specialist, Ysleta ISD 
Phone: 915-595-5734 

Dr. Jim Lovelady, Director, Technical-Vocational Division, 
Angelina College; Phone: 409-633-4299 
Ms. Debra Nicholas, Director, Alamo Tech Prep 
Phone: 210-733-2093 

Ms. Becky North, Educational Program Advisor, 

Central Power and Light Company; Phone: 512-881-5496 
Ms. D’Arcy Poulson, Director, Concho Valley Tech Prep 
Phone: 915-947-9552 



SUMMARY OF DISCUSSIONS, DECISIONS, AND AGREEMENTS 



I. Welcome and Introductions 

Packets containing the agenda, a directory of Advisory Council members, 
copies of the slides to be viewed during the presentation, a copy of the 
preliminary telephone protocol, and an evaluation form were distributed to 
attendees as they arrived. 

II. Dissemination Efforts 

Members were informed that the Education Connection , a publication of the 
College of Education at Texas Tech, contained an article concerning Tech Prep 
and the research project. The magazine has been distributed at workshops 
and conferences. 

Dr. Opp presented findings of the 1994-95 Phase I project -- Effective Policies 
and Practices -- at the Workforce 2000 conference in Florida. He indicated that 
participants were eager for more information regarding “best practices” in 
Texas. Two participants requested additional detailed information -- one 
attendee requested more information regarding a student tracking system and 
the other attendee wanted copies of the presentation slides and speaker 
notes. 

Discussion items included: It was suggested that more presentations should 
be given to groups not already intimately involved with Tech Prep, such as the 
Texas Business Coalition and the Superintendent’s Conference, and greater 
dissemination of information at national conferences. For example, it could be 
stressed that Texas is a “leg up” on other states regarding articulation. Also, we 
need to get into other arenas such as showing Tech Prep’s impact on 
economic development. We need to show that there are “real and positive” 
things happening, e.g., Texas is a leader in systematic development of Tech 
Prep programs. Often the Tech Prep directors don’t see what they are doing as 
“exemplary” because they are things that they “do everyday.” It was also 
suggested that all those involved in Tech Prep share the data collected they 
have collected with those who would be willing to make presentations. 

Dr. Hensley reported on the upcoming Abilene Workshop on February 22 that 
Bill Daugherty had recommended. Workshop participants will include Tech 
Prep staff, secondary school principals from the region, and Texas Tech 
administrators. The focus of the workshop is a discussion of the status of 
articulation among the stakeholders’ respective institutions. 

Discussion items included: Tech Prep was designed as a “linkage” program 
and not a “transfer credit” program. The Texas Common Course Technical 
Manual project, led by Dorothy McNutt, is attempting to develop a working 



model that would form the basis of matters such as standardized titles, contact 
hours, credits, etc. 

Dr. Hensley reported that last year, site visits were concentrated in West Texas 
and this year in Central Texas. Fourteen out of twenty-five consortia have been 
visited thus far. The site visits have given us the opportunity to gather qualitative 
data from consortia staff, students, and industry partners regarding “best 
practices” and programs. 

Discussion items included: Amarillo Community College is moving forward in 
their efforts to develop a “seamless” education and a “new way to think” by 
establishing a partnership with the local ISD to offer the automotive program at 
the high school. There is more and more training being conducted at work 
sites. Carl Perkins required that there were collaborative efforts outside the 
institutions and this mandate has provided the needed “seed money” that 
makes Tech Prep successful. Collaboration is the "key.” Tech Prep facilitates 
individuals from the various sectors coming together to talk things out. Tech 
Prep consortia are “change agents.” 

III. Document Analysis 

Dr. Hensley advised that we have and still are gathering exemplary curricular 
documents that drive policy and practice. More than 150 documents have been 
identified and coded in our inventory. The majority of these documents are 
“program-to-program.” Advisory members will be asked to comment on the 
usefulness and efficacy of the documents. Based on the “Systems Validation 
Model,” we are currently at Stage 5 -- the Prototype Construction. Data collected 
thus far indicate that there are about ten items on articulation agreements that 
would constitute what is minimally required in such agreements. Attendees 
were also advised that the “Impact Model” was modified based on suggestions 
at the first Advisory Council Meeting. 

Discussion items included: Most of the articulation agreements are program- 
to-program with an emphasis on competencies within specified timeframes. 
Additionally, programs must be in the CBI format. 

IV. Questionnaire Methodology and Telephone Protocol 

Dr. Opp indicated that the design of the questionnaire was in progress. 
Advisory Members had commented that last year’s questionnaire was too 
complicated. Based on this suggestion, this year the questionnaire will focus 
on the program perspective and be simplified. There will be two or three 
questions about each of the steps portrayed in the model. The questionnaires 
will be mailed to the Tech prep Directors who will then forward the 
questionnaire to faculty in the high school, community college, and work sites. 



Using this approach, each consortium will have to be reimbursed mailing 
costs “after the fact.” 

Discussion items included: One attendee suggested that, because consortia 
were inundated with requests for information, the consortia provide SPECAP 
with their databases and then SPECAP mail the questionnaires directly to the 
participants. It was noted that this approach was tried last year and very few 
consortia provided the information and of those that did, much of the data 
provided did not allow us to identify prospective participants. Another attendee 
suggested sending the questionnaire only to those teachers immersed in the 
program and not just teaching a course. Ultimately, because of the unique 
aspects of each of the consortia, it was decided that it would be better to send 
the questionnaires to the Tech Prep directors and have them distribute them. 
Deciding the number of questionnaires to send to each consortium remains a 
problem. The only true database we have is PIMS but some school districts do 
not report students as Tech Prep because of their concern on the impact on the 
vocational formula funding. Since the number of participants will vary by 
consortia size, it was suggested to send 10 questionnaires and have the 
directors contact SPECAP for additional questionnaires. The forms should be 
pre-coded by SPECAP according to consortia. Although the method used to 
disseminate the questionnaires will cause us to get a varied sample, this does 
not appear to be a great problem. 

Attendees were given a copy of the survey that would be distributed at the Tech 
Prep Directors’ Meeting that afternoon. The survey is divided by consortia, 
community college partnerships, and programs in allied health, business, and 
engineering technology. The directors will be asked to identify three exemplary 
consortia in each of the career fields and their respective exemplary programs. 

Discussion items included: Since most curriculum was not pilot tested or field 
tested (just implemented and revised as needed) when conducting the 
interviews, the researchers should be careful not to use terms such as 
prototype, validation, and model infrastructure. Instead, ask about the initial 
implementation process and changes thereafter. Use simpler language. 

V. Handbook 

Along with the final report, there will be another handbook published this year. 
We need to get the information about Tech Prep out to more individuals 
throughout the country. The handbook is a good vehicle. 

VI. Monograph 

Ms. Rivers advised that we did not receive the Supplemental Grant that would 
have assisted with publication costs for the monograph but that we would 
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continue with our commitment to produce one. Three chapters have been 
completed and there are eleven other chapters committed. 

Discussion items included: Attendees suggested that we could provide each 
consortium with a disk or paper copy of a photo-ready monograph and let them 
print their own, and/or ask consortia to contribute to the cost of printing and 
distribution, and/or put the monograph on the internet using a linkage with the 
Coordinating Board. 

VII. Concluding Discussion 

With so few advisory members being able to attend the meeting, suggestions 
on increasing our attendance were discussed. Though suggested, it was 
decided that computer conferencing would not be adequate in obtaining 
feedback from the members. Also, meetings that do not require an overnight 
stay are preferred. Attendees felt that the next meeting scheduled in Lubbock 
from noon to 4 p.m. on May 1st would accommodate the majority of the 
members. 

VIII. Closure 

Attendees were requested to complete the “Meeting Evaluation” form asking for 
their feedback regarding our strategies, the agenda, and meeting room 
accommodations. 



MINUTES 



Third SPECAP Advisory Council Meeting 
May 1,1996 
Lubbock, Texas 
12 noon to 4:00 p.m. 



Project Title: 

Effective Policies and Practices in Selected Career Fields 
Project Number: 

66180003 
Fiscal Agent: 

Dr. Ronald D. Opp, Project Director 
Texas Tech University 
College of Education 
Lubbock, Texas 79409-1071 



Attendees: 

Mr. Ismael Amaya 
Student Assistant, SPECAP 
Texas Tech University 
Lubbock, TX 79409 
Phone: 806-742-3124 

Ms. Brooke Buskin 
Student Assistant, SPECAP 
Texas Tech University 
Lubbock, TX 79409 
Phone: 806-742-2916 

Ms. Ariana Cox 
SPECAP Support Staff 
Texas Tech University 
Lubbock, TX 79409 
Phone: 806-742-3124 

Ms. Jessica Creswell 
Student Assistant, SPECAP 
Texas Tech University 
Lubbock, TX 79409 
Phone: 806-742-2916 
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Mr. Robert Franks 

Director, Tech Prep at Navarro College 
3200 West 7th Ave. 

Corsicana, TX 75110 
Phone: 903-874-6501 

Dr. Oliver Hensley 

Professor and SPECAP Principal Investigator 
Texas Tech University 
Lubbock, TX 79409 
Phone: 806-742-1959 

Mr. Steve Krause 
Research Assistant 
Texas Tech University 
Lubbock, TX 79409 
Phone: 806-742-3124 

Dr. Ronald Opp 

Professor and SPECAP Project Director 
Texas Tech University 
Lubbock, TX 79409 
Phone: 806-742-2329 

Ms. D’Arcy Poulson 

Director, Concho Valley Tech Prep Consortium 
3197 Executive Drive 
San Angelo, TX 76904 
Phone: 915-947-9552 

Ms. Bethany Rivers 
Research Assistant 
Texas Tech University 
Lubbock, TX 79409 
Phone: 806-742-2916 

Dr. Lee Sloan 

Dean, Division of Occupational Education & Technology 
Del Mar College, West Campus 
Corpus Christi, TX 78404-3897 
Phone: 512-886-1200 
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Ms. Tara Standifer 
Student Assistant, SPECAP 
Texas Tech University 
Lubbock, TX 79409 
Phone: 806-742-3124 

Ms. Gloria Stewart 
Research Assistant 
Texas Tech University 
Lubbock, TX 79409 
Phone: 806-742-3124 

Not Attending: 

Ms. Myrna Albin 
Vocational Specialist 
Ysleta ISD 
El Paso, TX 79925 
915-595-5734 

Mr. Luis de la Garza, Jr. 

Director, South Texas Tech Prep Consortium 

Laredo Junior College 

West End Washington Street 

Lardeo, TX 78040 

Phone: 210-721-5165 

Dr. Jim Lovelady 

Director, Technical-Vocational Division 

Angelina College 

P.O. Box 1768 

Lufkin, TX 75902 

Phone: 409-639-4299 

Ms. Debra Nicholas 

Director, Alamo Tech Prep Consortium 

1300 San Pedro 

San Antonio, TX 78212 

Phone: 210-733-2093 



Mrs. Becky Weaver 
Educational Program Advisor 
Central Power and Light Company 
P.O.Box 2121 
Corpus Christi, TX 78403 
Phone: 512-881-5496 

Dr. Douglas Pickle 

Professor & Division Chair of Industrial Technology 

Amarillo College 

P.O. Box 447 

Amarillo, TX 79178 

Phone: 806-371-5000 



Discussion and Action Items 

I. Introduction 

Attendees introduced themselves. 

Dr. Opp thanked advisory council members for all the support and assistance 
they had provided SPECAP this year and distributed certificates of appreciation 
to attendees. Certificates will be mailed to those members who were unable to 
attend. 



II. Questionnaires 

Attendees were given a copy of the questionnaire and cover letter that had been 
distributed to the Tech Prep consortia. A draft of the questionnaire had been 
sent to advisory council members for review and comment. The final product 
was based on the feedback we had received from our advisory members. 

Thursday, April 25th, the 2500 questionnaires were sent to the twenty-five Tech 
Prep consortia. Each consortium received a proportion equivalent to the 
number of Tech Prep students in their region. Directors were asked to mail a 
copy of the questionnaire to those individuals within their consortium who 
would be considered experts in the curriculum development, implementation, 
and evaluation process for Tech Prep programs. Directors were advised that 
SPECAP would reimburse them for cost of labels and mailing of 
questionnaires. Survey respondents would be able to return the questionnaire 
to Texas Tech in a pre-paid, pre-addressed enveloped they were provided. 

The questionnaires will be scanned and data analyzed. Because of the design 
of the questionnaire, data for each consortium can be culled and analyzed. 

Advisory members had no suggestions for changes needed in to future. 



Action Items: None. 



III. Telephone Interviews 

Dr. Opp described the process that had been used to identify the “best” 
consortia and programs in the areas of business, engineering technology, and 
allied health. Tech Prep directors had nominated exemplary consortia and 
exemplary programs within those consortia. Directors of consortia and 
programs within those consortia receiving the largest number of votes were 
contacted. They were asked to provide us with five individuals from each 
program (a total of nine programs) who we should interview. Those individuals 
were contacted and a time for a telephone interview scheduled. 

About two thirds of the interviews have been completed. The interviews are 
taking from 15 minutes to over an hour to conduct. The data from the interviews 
will be analyzed according to themes that emerge. 

No suggestions to change the telephone interviews from Advisory Council 
members. 

Action items: None. 



IV. Document Analysis/Site Visits 

Dr. Hensley advised that 135 documents that Tech Prep directors deal with on 
a regular basis have been identified. These were listed on the handout labeled 
“The Classification System for Modeling Tech Prep Curriculum Development 
Systems in Texas.” Dr. Hensley asked members to review this list and 
recommend modifications, additions, deletions. Advisory members who were 
unable to attend will also be receiving this listing and asked to review it. 

Qualitative data gathered from site visits have been invaluable. An opportunity 
to speak with Tech Prep staff, students, faculty, and business stakeholders will 
provide rich descriptions for the handbook and final report. 

Action items: Advisory Council members will review “The Classification System 
for Modeling Tech Prep Curriculum Development Systems in Texas” and 
provide feedback within two weeks. 

V. Handbook and Final Report 

The format of the handbook will be driven from the Impact Model while the 
Systems Model will be the basis of validation of information provided. The 
handbook will be at least double the length it was last year and will be in a 
“loose-leaf binder” format. It will contain a listing of documents and if someone 
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would like to obtain a copy of the document, they can contact us or, if we do not 
have the complete document, we will refer the person to the consortium to 
obtain a copy of the document. 

The final report will also be expanded from last year. It will provide the details of 
research findings along with copies of the printouts from quantitative data 
analysis. 

Action Items: None. 



VI. Monograph 

Articles submitted should be no longer than ten double-spaced pages. 

Deadline for submission is May 15th. We hope to have the monograph to press 
by June 15th. 

The monograph is anticipated to contain sixteen chapters. Requests for 
articles were solicited from Tech Prep stakeholders. Dr. Hensley asked 
advisory members to assist with a peer review of the articles for the 
monograph and provided the “Peer Review Guidelines for Assessing Articles 
for Inclusion in the Tech Prep Research Monographs" form to be completed. 
Each article is to be rated from 0 (No Points) to 10 (Maximum Points). The form 
will be sent to advisory members who were unable to attend to complete and 
return. 

Action items: Advisory Council members will conduct a peer review of potential 
monograph articles and return the form within two weeks. 

VII. Demonstration of Web Page for SPECAP Tech Prep 

Advisory Council members were given a demonstration of the Web Page that 
has been set up. The address is 

http://www.ttu.edu/~specap 

Suggestions for linkages, format, and content were solicited. Among the 
linkages suggested were National Tech Prep, Coordinating Board, and several 
others. Members were also advised that, among the capabilities of the Web 
Page was the opportunity to put a survey on the Web Page for them and 
download the responses to an email address. 

Action items: SPECAP staff will refine the Web Page content and format. 



Additional discussion items: 



SPECAP has submitted a request for third year funding. If approved, the 
advisory members suggested: 

1. the first advisory meeting be held between mid-September and the 
end of September; 

2. the questionnaires be distributed between mid-November through 
Christmas; 

3. conduct telephone interviews the end of January; 

4. the best time to solicit assistance from Tech Prep directors is June 
through July; 

5. a focus on the institutionalization of the Tech Prep process asking 
questions such as "What measures do you have in place?" "Will the 
components (partnerships) continue to exist?" . 
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1996 TECH PREP CURRICULUM QUESTIONNAIRE 



Directions: Your observance of these few directions will 
be most appreciated. Please focus on the curriculum of a 
single program when answering the questions. 

• Use a blue or black pen to complete this survey. 

• Make heavy marks that fill the oval. 

Example: Is this a survey on the development and 
evaluation of Tech Prep program curricula? 

[ ] Yes [ ] No 



Part I - Demographic Characteristics 



1. Please indicate your 

[ ] Alamo 
[ ] Brazos Valley 
[ ] Capital 
[ ] Central Texas 
[ ] Coastal Bend 
[ ] Concho Valley 
[ ] Deep East Texas 
[ ] East Texas 
[ ] Global Edge 
[ ] Golden Crescent 
[ ] Gulf Coast 
[ ] Heart of Texas 
[ ] Lower Rio Grande 
Valley 



consortium affiliation. 

[ ] North Central Texas 
[ ] North Texas 
[ ] Panhandle 
[ ] Permian Basin 
[ ] Southeast Texas 
[ ] South Plains 
[ ] South Texas 
[ ] Star Tech Prep 
[ ] Texoma 
[ ] Upper East Texas 
[ ] Upper Rio Grande 
Valley 

[ ] West Central Texas 



2. With what Tech Prep career pathway are you 
presently affiliated? (Mark one only) 



[ ] Business 

[ ] Engineering Technology 

[ ] Allied Health 

[ ] Other (Please specify career pathway below) 



Part II - Positioning the Architects 

3. Which stakeholder group do you represent? 
(Mark all that apply) 

[ ] High school faculty 
[ ] High school administrator 
[ ] Community college faculty 
[ ] Community college administrator 
[ ] Business/industry representative 
[ ] Labor representative 
[ ] Government representative 
(PIC, QWFPC, etc.) 

[ ] Other (Please specify below) 



4. How important were state Tech Prep funds in 
bringing together individuals to develop your 
program? (Mark one only) 

[ ] Extremely important 
[ 1 Somewhat important 
[ ] Not important 



5. What was your key role in developing your Tech 
Prep program curriculum? (Mark one only) 

[ ] Resource acquisition (funding, capital, human 
resources, etc.) 

[ ] Leadership 

[ ] Political finesse 

[ ] Curriculum development 

[ ] Curriculum implementation 

[ ] Curriculum evaluation 

[ ] Subject matter expertise 

[ ] Administration 

[ ] Teaching 

[ ] Academic Advising 

[ ] Other (Please specify below) 



Part III - Analyzing the Curriculum 
Development Options 

6. What distance learning delivery modalities did you 
consider? (Mark all that apply) 

[ ] Off-campus teaching 

[ ] Correspondence courses 

[ ] Televised courses 

[ ] Videotaped courses 

[ ] Interactive network courses 

[ ] Internet courses 

[ ] Other (Please specify below) 



7. What curriculum development options did you 
consider? (Mark all that apply) 

[ ] Needs assessment 
[ ] Job/task analysis 
[ ] DA CUM process 

[ ] Input from subject matter experts in the field 
[ ] Input from curriculum design experts 
[ ] Creation of new curriculum 
[ ] Modification of pre-existing curriculum 
[ ] Merging of two or more pre-existing curricula 

Part IV - Designing the Curriculum 

8. Was your Tech Prep program curriculum created 
from scratch? 

[ ] Yes If yes, please answer questions 9 & 10. 

[ ] No If no, please skip to question 1 1 . 

9. How long did it take to design your initial program 
curriculum? (Mark one only) 

[ ] Less than 3 months 
[ ] Three to six months 
[ ] Six to nine months 
[ ] Nine to twelve months 
[ ] Over a year 

10. How frequently did you meet as a group to design 
the curriculum for your Tech Prep program? 

(Mark one only) 



[ ] Never (0 times) 

[ ] Rarely (1-2 times) 

[ ] Occasionally (3-4 times) 

[ ] Frequently (5 or more times) 
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11. Is your Tech Prep program curriculum a 
modification of an existing curriculum? 

[ ] Yes If yes, please answer question 12. 

[ ] No If no, skip to question 13. 

12. How long did it take to modify your existing 
program curriculum? (Mark one only) 

[ ] Less than a month 
[ ] One to two months 
[ ] Three to four months 
[ ] Five to six months 
[ ] More than six months 

13. Have you previously participated in any of the 
following curriculum development activities? 
(Mark all that apply) 

[ ] Completed a curriculum development course 
[ ] Attended a professional development workshop 
on curriculum development 
[ ] Served on a curriculum development committee 

Part V. Pilot Testing the Curriculum 

14. Did you have others review your Tech Prep 
program curriculum before implementing it? 

[ ] Yes If yes, please answer question 15 & 16. 

[ ] No If no, skip to question 17. 

15. Who was involved in reviewing your program 
curriculum? (Mark all that apply) 

[ ] Program faculty 

[ ] Program students 

[ ] School/college representatives 

[ ] Business/industry representatives 

[ ] Labor representatives 

[ ] Government representatives 

[ ] Outside experts (Please specify below) 



16. How many individuals were involved in the review 
process for your curriculum? (Mark one only) 

[] 1-5 
[ ] 6-10 
[] 1M5 
[] 16-20 
[ ] more than 20 

Part VI - Field Testing the Curriculum 

17. Was there a trial run conducted of your 
Tech Prep program curriculum? 

[ ] Yes If yes, please answer questions 1 8-20. 

[ ] No If no, skip to question 2 1 . 

18. Who was involved in the trial run of your 
program curriculum? (Mark all that apply) 

[ ] Program faculty 

[ ] Program students 

[ ] School/college representatives 

[ ] Business/industry representatives 

[ ] Labor representatives 

[ ] Government representatives 

[ ] Outside experts (Please specify below) 



19. How many courses were offered in the trial run? 

(Mark one only) 

[ ] One 
[ ] Two 
[ ] Three 
[ ] Four 

[ ] Five or more 

20. How many students were involved in the trial run of 
your curriculum? (Mark one only) 

[ ] 1-25 
[ ] 26-50 
[] 51-75 
[ ] 76-100 
[ ] more than 100 

Part VII - Validating the Curriculum 

21. What groups provided you with feedback for 
your program curriculum? (Mark all that apply) 

[ ] Program faculty 

[ ] Program students 

[ ] School/college representatives 

[ ] Business/industry representatives 

[ ] Labor representatives 

[ ] Government representatives 

[ ] Outside experts (Please specify below) 



Part VIII - Adopting and Enhancing 
the Curriculum 

22. What groups were involved in obtaining 
state approval of your Tech Prep program 
curriculum? (Mark all that apply) 

[ ] Program faculty 

[ ] Program students 

[ ] School/college representatives 

[ ] Business/industry representatives 

[ ] Labor representatives 

[ ] Government representatives 

[ ] Outside experts (Please specify below) 



23. What groups are currently involved with 
improving your Tech Prep program 
curriculum? (Mark all that apply) 

[ ] Program faculty 

[ ] Program students 

[ ] School/college representatives 

[ ] Business/industry representatives 

[ ] Labor representatives 

[ ] Government representatives 

[ ] Outside experts (Please specify below) 



24. How often do you review your Tech Prep program 
curriculum? (Mark one only) 

[ ] As needed 
[ ] Every year 
[ ] Every (wo years 
[ ] Every three years 



Part IX - Internalizing and Institutionalizing 
the Curriculum 

25. What indicates that your program has become a 
permanent part of your school or college? 

(Mark all that apply) 

[ ] Inclusion in course catalog 
[ ] New staff added 
[ ] Additional course offerings 
[ ] Increased enrollments 
[ ] Adequate/increased funding 
[ ] State approval of program 
[ ] Accreditation of program 
[ ] Approval of licensing agency 
[ ] Articulation agreements 
[ ] Other (Please specify below) 



26. Do you believe that your program would continue if 
state Tech Prep funds were no longer available? 

[ ] Strongly agree that it would continue 
[ ] Agree that it would continue 
[ ] Disagree that it would continue 
[ ] Strongly disagree that it would continue 

Part X- Performance Assessment of the 
Curriculum 



29. Please indicate the components of your Tech Prep 
program curriculum development and evaluation 
process that you consider to be exemplary. 

(Mark all that apply) 

[ ] Positioning stakeholders 

[ ] Analyzing the curriculum development options 

[ ] Designing the curriculum 

[ ] Reviewing the curriculum 

[ ] Trying out the curriculum 

[ ] Obtaining feedback on the curriculum 

[ ] Approving/improving the curriculum 

[ ] Ensuring the continuation of the curriculum 

[ ] Assessing the effectiveness of the curriculum 



Please return your completed questionnaire in the 
postage-paid envelope to: 



Texas Tech University 
Business Reply Center 
Box 45017 

Lubbock, TX 79409-9989 

THANK YOU! 



27. Have you personally participated in the 
following curriculum evaluation activities? 
(Mark all that apply) 

[ ] Completed a course on curriculum evaluation 
[ ] Attended a professional development workshop 
on curriculum evaluation 
[ ] Served on a curriculum evaluation committee 



28. How do you assess the effectiveness of your 
Tech Prep program curriculum? 

(Mark all that apply) 

[ ] Student evaluation of curriculum 
[ ] Faculty evaluation of curriculum 
[ ] Employer evaluation of curriculum 
[ ] Number of high school students 
participating in program 
[ ] Number of community college 

students participating in program 
[ ] Number of articulation agreements with 
two-year colleges 

[ ] Number of articulation agreements with four-year 
colleges 

[ ] Program transfer rate 
[ ] Licensure passage rate 
[ ] Program job placement rate 
[ ] Other (Please specify below) 
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CURRICULUM TELEPHONE PROTOCOL 



Part I - Demographic Characteristics 
Date: 

Full Title of Program: 



Your Name is: 

Your Job Title is: 

Your Telephone Number is: 

Your FAX Number is: 

The name and address of your organization is: 



1 . Please indicate your consortium affiliation. 



[ ] Alamo 
[ ] Brazos Valley 
[ ] Capital 
[ ] Central Texas 
[ ] Coastal Bend 
[ ] Concho Valley 
[ ] Deep East Texas 
[ ] East Texas 
[ ] Global Edge 
[ ] Golden Crescent 
[ ] Gulf Coast 
[ ] Heart of TexasValley 
[ ] Lower Rio Grande 
Valley 



[ ] North Central Texas 
[ ] North Texas 
[ ] Panhandle 
[ ] Permian Basin 
[ ] Southeast Texas 
[ ] South Plains 
[ ] South Texas 
[ ] Star Tech Prep 
[ ] Texoma 
[ ] Upper East Texas 
[ ] Upper Rio Grande 

[ ] West Central Texas 
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2 . 



With what Tech Prep career pathway are you presently affiliated? (Mark one only) 



3 . 



[ ] Business 

[ ] Engineering Technology 

[ ] Allied Health 

[ ] Other (Please specify career pathway below) 



II - Positioning the Architects 

Which stakeholder group do you represent? 
(Mark all that apply) 

[ ] High school faculty 
[ ] High school administrator 
[ ] Community college faculty 
[ ] Community college administrator 
[ ] Business/industry representative 
[ ] Labor representative 
[ ] Government representative 
(PIC, QWFPC, etc.) 

[ ] Other (Please specify below) 



How important were state Tech Prep funds in bringing together individuals to 
develop your program? 

[ ] Extremely important 
[ ] Somewhat important 
[ ] Not important 
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5 . What was your key role in developing your Tech Prep program curriculum? 

(Mark one only) 

[ ] Resource acquisition (funding, capital, human resources, etc.) 

[ ] Leadership 

[ ] Political finesse 

[ ] Curriculum development 

[ ] Curriculum implementation 

[ ] Curriculum evaluation 

[ ] Subject matter expertise 

[ ] Administration 

[ ] Teaching 

[ ] Academic Advising 

[ ] Other (Please specify below) 



Part III - Analyzing the Curriculum Development Options 

6 . What distance learning delivery modalities did you consider? (Mark all that apply) 

[ ] Off-campus teaching 

[ ] Correspondence courses 

[ ] Televised courses 

[ ] Videotaped courses 

[ ] Interactive network courses 

[ ] Internet courses 

[ ] Other (Please specify below) 



O 
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7 . What curriculum development options did you consider? (Mark all that apply) 

[ ] Needs assessment 
[ ] Job/task analysis 
[ ] DACUM process 

[ ] Input from subject matter experts in the field 
[ ] Input from curriculum design experts 
[ ] Creation of new curriculum 
[ ] Modification of pre-existing curriculum 
[ ] Merging of two or more pre-existing curricula 



Part IV - Designing the Curriculum 

8 . Was your Tech Prep program curriculum created from scratch? 

[ ] Yes If yes, please answer questions 9 & 10. 

[ ] No If no, please skip to question 1 1 . 
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9. 



How long did it take to design your initial program curriculum? (Mark one only) 



[ ] Less than 3 months 
[ ] Three to six months 
[ ] Six to nine months 
[ ] Nine to twelve months 
[ ] Over a year 



10. How frequently did you meet as a group to design the curriculum for your Tech 
Prep program? (Mark one only) 

[ ] Never (0 times) 

[ ] Rarely (1-2 times) 

[ ] Occasionally (3-4 times) 

[ ] Frequently (5 or more times) 





11. Is your Tech Prep program curriculum a modification of an existing curriculum? 



[ ] Yes If yes, please answer question 12. 

[ ] No If no, skip to question 13. 



12. How long did it take to modify your existing program curriculum? (Mark one only) 

[ ] Less than a month 
[ ] One to two months 
[ ] Three to four months 
[ ] Five to six months 
[ ] More than six months 
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13. Have you previously participated in any of the following curriculum development 
activities? (Mark all that apply) 

[ ] Completed a curriculum development course 
[ ] Attended a professional development workshop 
on curriculum development 
[ ] Served on a curriculum development committee 



Part V. Pilot Testing the Curriculum 

14. Did you have others review your Tech Prep program curriculum before 
implementing it? 

[ ] Yes If yes, please answer question 15 & 16. 

[ ] No If no, skip to question 17. 
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15. Who was involved in reviewing your program curriculum? (Mark all that apply) 

[ ] Program faculty 

[ ] Program students 

[ ] School/college representatives 

[ ] Business/industry representatives 

[ ] Labor representatives 

[ ] Government representatives 

[ ] Outside experts (Please specify below) 



16. How many individuals were involved in the review process for your curriculum? 
(Mark one only) 

[]l-5 
[ 16-10 
[] 1M5 
[ ] 16-20 
[ ] more than 20 



Part VI - Field Testing the Curriculum 



17. Was there a trial run conducted of your Tech Prep program curriculum? 



[ ] Yes If yes, please answer questions 18-20. 

[ ] No If no, skip to question 21 . 



18. Who was involved in the trial run of your program curriculum? (Mark all that apply) 

[ ] Program faculty 

[ ) Program students 

[ ) School/college representatives 

[ ] Business/industry representatives 

[ ] Labor representatives 

[ ] Government representatives 

[ ) Outside experts (Please specify below) 
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19. How many courses were offered in the trial run? (Mark one only) 



[ ] One 
[ ] Two 
[ ] Three 
[ ] Four 

[ ] Five or more 



20. How many students were involved in the trial run of your curriculum? 

(Mark one only) 

t]l-25 
[ ] 26-50 
[ J51-75 
[ J76-100 
[ 1 more than 100 





Part VII - Validating the Curriculum 



21. What groups provided you with feedback for your program curriculum? 
(Mark all that apply) 

[ ] Program faculty 

[ ] Program students 

[ ] School/college representatives 

[ ] Business/industry representatives 

[ ] Labor representatives 

[ ] Government representatives 

[ ] Outside experts (Please specify below) 



Part VIII - Adopting and Enhancing the Curriculum 

22. What groups were involved in obtaining state approval of your Tech Prep program 
curriculum? (Mark all that apply) 

[ ] Program faculty 

[ ] Program students 

[ ] School/college representatives 

[ ] Business/industry representatives 

[ ] Labor representatives 

[ ] Government representatives 

[ ] Outside experts (Please specify below) 
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23. What groups are currently involved with improving your Tech Prep program 
curriculum? (Mark all that apply) 

[ ] Program faculty 

[ ] Program students 

[ ] School/college representatives 

[ ] Business/industry representatives 

[ ] Labor representatives 

[ ] Government representatives 

[ ] Outside experts (Please specify below) 



24. How often do you review your Tech Prep program curriculum? (Mark one only) 

[ ] As needed 
[ ] Every year 
[ ] Every two years 
[ ] Every three years 





Part IX - Internalizing and Institutionalizing the Curriculum 

25. What indicates that your program has become a permanent part of your school or 
college? 

(Mark all that apply) 

[ ] Inclusion in course catalog 
[ ] New staff added 
[ ] Additional course offerings 
[ ] Increased enrollments 
[ ] Adequate/increased funding 
[ ] State approval of program 
[ ] Accreditation of program 
[ ] Approval of licensing agency 
[ ] Articulation agreements 
[ ] Other (Please specify below) 



26. Do you believe that your program would continue if state Tech Prep funds were 
no longer available? 

[ ] Strongly agree that it would continue 
[ ] Agree that it would continue 
[ ] Disagree that it would continue 
[ ] Strongly disagree that it would continue 
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Part X- Performance Assessment of the Curriculum 



27. Have you personally participated in the following curriculum evaluation 
activities? 

(Mark all that apply) 

[ ] Completed a course on curriculum evaluation 
[ ] Attended a professional development workshop 
on curriculum evaluation 
[ ] Served on a curriculum evaluation committee 



28. How do you assess the effectiveness of your Tech Prep program curriculum? 
(Mark all that apply) 

[ ] Student evaluation of curriculum 
[ ] Faculty evaluation of curriculum 
[ ] Employer evaluation of curriculum 
[ ] Number of high school students 
participating in program 
[ ] Number of community college 

students participating in program 
[ ] Number of articulation agreements with 
two-year colleges 

[ ] Number of articulation agreements with four-year 
colleges 

[ ] Program transfer rate 
[ ] Licensure passage rate 
[ ] Program job placement rate 
[ ] Other (Please specify below) 





29. Please indicate the components of your Tech Prep program curriculum 
development and evaluation process that you consider to be exemplary. 
(Mark all that apply) 

[ ] Positioning stakeholders 

[ ] Analyzing the curriculum development options 

[ ] Designing the curriculum 

[ ] Reviewing the curriculum 

[ ] Trying out the curriculum 

[ ] Obtaining feedback on the curriculum 

[ ] Approving/improving the curriculum 

[ ] Ensuring the continuation of the curriculum 

[ ] Assessing the effectiveness of the curriculum 
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QUESTIONNAIRE DISTRIBUTION/RETURN TALLY 



Consortium Name 


Enrollment* 


Surveys 


Surveys 




Secondary + Post Secondary 


Mailed 


Returned 



Alamo 


1500 


50 


1 


Brazos 


1188 


32 


0 


Capital 


7242 


190 


0 


Central Texas 


515 


15 


14 


Coastal Bend 


5641 


150 


15 


Concho Valley 


1617 


45 


17 


Deep East 


832 


23 


10 


East Texas 


920 


25 


10 


Global Edge 


4777 


125 


1 


Golden Cresant 


3500 


95 


0 


Gulf Coast 


3800 


95 


2 


Heart of Texas 


1083 


35 


11 


Lower Rio Grande 


1857 


48 


9 


North Central Texas 


18426 


470 


49 


North Texas 


581 


15 


29 


Panhandle 


5481 


140 


13 


Permian Basin 


2748 


68 


14 


South Plains 


2547 


65 


4 


South Texas 


1300 


35 


15 


Southeast Texas 


2620 


68 


15 


Star 


610 


18 


5 


Texoma 


4000 


100 


0 


Upper East 


1010 


35 


14 


Upper Rio Grande Valley 


11821 


453 


32 


West Central Texas 


4863 


135 


2 


No Consortium Identified 






10 


on Survey 








Total 


90479 


2530 


292 
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April 5, 1996 



Dear {TECH PREP DIRECTOR}: 

This letter is to inform you in advance that we will be asking for your help 
in distributing a questionnaire on curriculum development and evaluation to the 
experts involved with allied health, engineering technology, and business Tech 
Prep programs in your consortium. We recognize that you are the expert in your 
consortium best able to make an informed judgment about the individuals in 
your consortium that should receive this questionnaire. 

The questionnaire is presently at the printer, and we hope to have it 
mailed to you within the next two weeks. As we did last year, we will reimburse 
your consortium for all postage costs involved in mailing out these 
questionnaires. The number of questionnaires you receive for distribution will 
be proportionally based on the number of high school and community college 
students your consortium has enrolled in Tech Prep programs. We have greatly 
simplified this year’s questionnaire to make it easier for the respondents in your 
consortium to answer. 

We thank you in advance for your continuing support of our research 
endeavors to identify and disseminate information on exemplary Tech Prep 
policies and practices in Texas. 

Sincerely, 




Dr. Ronald D. Opp 
Project Director 



Dr. Oliver D. Hensley 
Principal Investigator 



April 1 996 



NAME 
TITLE 
ADDRESS 
CITY, STATE ZIP 



Dear {TECH PREP DIRECTOR}: 

As you may recall from our previous letter, we asked for your assistance in disseminating 
sealed questionnaires on curriculum development and evaluation of selected career pathways 
within Tech Prep. Because of your position within your consortium, you are best able to make an 
informed judgment about individuals (stakeholders) in your consortium that should receive this 
questionnaire. 

Instructions: We have provided you with a proportion of questionnaires to mail or 
distribute to stakeholders whom you believe are the experts involved in curriculum development 
and evaluation for programs associated with the career pathways of allied health, engineering 
technology, and business within your Tech Prep consortium. Please distribute the sealed 
questionnaires as soon as possible to help us expedite dissemination using these few easy 
instructions: 

• Select stakeholders who represent the following career pathways (a) Allied Health, (b) 
Business, and (c) Engineering Technology (instructions for each participant are included in the 
sealed envelopes). 

• Stakeholders may consist of (a) high school faculty (b) high school administrators, (c) 
community college faculty, (d) community college administrators, (e) business/industiy 
representatives, (f) labor representatives, (g) government representatives, or (h) other. 

• Add addresses of selected stakeholders to the sealed envelopes provided (we will reimburse 
you for the cost of postage and labels). 

• Distribute/mail a single questionnaire to each stakeholder you have identified to particpate in 
the survey. 

Thank you for your continued support of our research on Tech Prep policies and practices 
in Texas. Your knowledge of the stakeholders who develop and evaluate curriculum within your 
consortium is an essential ingredient to the success of this survey. Your efforts will make a 
significant impact on the number of individuals who participate in this study. 



Dr. Ronald D. Opp, Ph.D. 
Project Director 



Dr. Oliver D. Hensley, Ph.D. 
Professor 



Enclosures: sealed questionnaires 
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PHONE INTERVIEWS: FORM UTILIZED TO IDENTIFY 

PARTICIPANTS 




March 25. 1996 



Dear 

In continuing our research into the "best" curriculum development, implementation, and 
evaluation practices and policies, we requested that the Tech Prep Directors identify 
those consortia and programs they believed were exemplary. Based on the results of 
our survey, your 



were selected. 

We would like to interview five (5) individuals who were involved in the curriculum 
development/implementation/evaluation process for each program and request that 
you provide us with the name, organizational affiliation, address, and phone number of 
the persons you believe we should contact to share their expertise and experience with 
us regarding the process. 

We anticipate the telephone interview to take from 20 to 40 minutes. Time permitting, a 
copy of the interview questions will be mailed to participants in advance. 

We request that you enter the information regarding the persons to contact on the 
attached form and, please, FAX the form to us by Friday, April 5th. Our FAX number is 
806-742-2179. 

Thank you for your continued assistance and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 



Dr. Ronald D. Opp 



Dr. Oliver D. Hensley 
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TELEPHONE INTERVIEWS 



{Career Pathway} 

{Program Name} 

{Name TP Consortium} 

{Name/Title TP Consortium Director} 

{Phone # of TP Consortium} {FAX # of TP Consortium} 



1. Name 
Title 

Organization 

Address 

Phone Number 



2. Name 
Title 

Organization 

Address 

Phone Number 



3. Name 
Title 

Organization 

Address 

Phone Number 



4. Name 
Title 

Organization 

Address 

Phone Number 



5. Name 
Title 

Organization 

Address 

Phone Number 
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DOCUMENT ANALYSIS: LETTER REQUESTING 

MATERIAL 




CURRICULAR 




TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY 



SPECAP 



Box 4 1 07 1 , Lubbock, TX 79409- 1 07 1 



(Strategic Planning, Curriculum Evaluation, Performance Assessment) 

Dr. Ronald Opp, Dr. Oliver Hensley 

(806) 742-2329, (806) 742-1939, FAX (806) 742-2179 



October 27, 1995 
Name 

Director, Tech Prep 
Consortium 

Street 

City, TX ZIP 
Dear (director): 

The SPECAP Research group at Texas Tech has again been awarded a Carl Perkins grant to examine specific 
components developed in Tech Prep programs in Texas. The overall purpose of the project is to identify, describe, and 
promote exemplary policies and practices in the consortia around the state. This year’s project is focusing on the area of 
Tech Prep curriculum development and evaluation. 

In the SPECAP 1995 Final Report, as researchers, we noted that Tech Prep Consortium directors were the 
architects of the future as they lead planning for the schools, industry and government agencies of their regions. In the 
same way, we hope that we can demonstrate that the curriculum coordinators are the builders of the 21st century 
educational process, and our subsequent economic vitality. 

We would greatly appreciate your input regarding the development and evaluation of your curricula in all areas. 
We are committed to analyzing Engineering Technology, Allied Health, and Business curricula. Already, we have 
copies of your program applications and revisions from the Coordinating Board. Now we are particularly interested in 
any career cluster descriptions, syllabi/lesson plans, matchbooks, articulation agreements, course descriptions, 
evaluation of curricula, or other printed materials that you have available. This information will greatly facilitate our 
research in determining the exemplary Tech Prep curricula of Texas. If you can help us with the initial curriculum 
planning processes as well, we would be extremely grateful. 

The curricula can be mailed to the above address, or, preferably, for your convenience, we will be available at 
the Tech Prep Director’s conference to pick them up from you. If we can answer any questions, please feel free to 
contact one of the principal investigators, or Bethany or Gloria at 806/742-3124. We intend to promote the Tech Prep 
programs that you recommend in several publications. Your time and help in letting us know what is exemplary 
advances the general cause of technical education in the state of Texas, and is greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 



Dr. Ronald Opp 
Dr. Oliver Hensley 
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MONOGRAPH: LETTER TO CONFERENCE PRESENTERS 



May 30, 1996 



Budde Rule 
Tivy High School 
1607 Sidney Baker 
Kerrville, TX 78028 

Dear Mr. Rule, 

According to our Advisory Board, and our own observations, your presentation at the 
State Tech Prep conference was very well done. Congratulations on your hard work! We would 
like to invite you to put your presentation into an article-length paper, and submit it to us for 
possible publication in our 1996 SPECAP Monograph. We are looking for an article about 8-10 
pages, double-spaced. We will be happy to retype or edit any submissions; we ask for a disk and 
a hard copy if possible.Otherwise, let us know what we can do to help. 

The catch for this is that the article should be completed before the second week in June. 
We apologize for the rush, but hope that it does not dissuade your interest. 

Sincerely, 



Dr. Oliver Hensley 



invit.doc/monltr.doc/br 8/5/96 4:40 PM 
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APPENDIX K 



LETTER TO CONSORTIA DIRECTORS 




January 25, 1996 



Mr. Gene Schatz 
Whitney High School 
Box 518 

Whitney, TX 76692 
Dear Mr. Schatz: 

The Strategic Planning, Evaluation of Curriculum, and Assessment of Performance (SPECAP) 
Research Group at Texas Tech has noted that Tech Prep consortium directors in Texas are the 
architects of the future as they lead planning with schools and colleges, business and industry, and 
government agencies in their regions. To publicize this fact nationally, we would like to publish a 
monograph highlighting Tech Prep efforts in Texas. 

In order to publish such a monograph promoting Tech Prep in Texas nationally, we need your 
help. As a major player in the Texas Tech Prep program, we believe that your expertise needs to be 
shared with others involved with Tech Prep programs around the country. We would like you to 
consider contributing an 8-10 page article (double-spaced) for this monograph detailing what you 
consider to be the most significant policies and practices that have contributed to your success. 

We are prepared to provide you with typing, transcribing, and editing support in helping you to 
prepare your article describing your significant policies and practices. We have enclosed a form that 
we ask you to complete indicating your interest in contributing a article to the monograph, and a self- 
addressed envelope for your convenience in returning the form. Since we are under a tight timeline in 
publishing this monograph, we ask that you mail the form back to us no later than February 5th. Your 
article contribution for inclusion in the monograph will need to be sent to us no later than February 
23th in order to meet our publishing deadline. If we can answer any questions about the monograph or 
our request for your participation, please feel free to contact us at the number above, or Ms. Bethany 
Rivers, the SPECAP staff member responsible for monograph preparation, at (806) 742-3124. We 
thank you for your continuing support of our efforts to promote your Tech Prep efforts in Texas; 



Sincerely, 



Dr. Ronald D. Opp 
enclosures: (3) 



Dr. Oliver D. Hensley 



ERIC 




monltr.doc/c:\bcr - oh hddrv 8/5/96 



I am Mr. Gene Schatz from Whitney High School, and I am responding to your request for an article 
about Tech Prep. 



.Yes, I will be able to help you by writing a article about 

. Please keep in touch, and I will let you know if I have questions. 



_This is a great idea, but at the present moment, I feel that I cannot offer my services to you. I do 
however know of some people that might be able to contribute a chapter. Try contacting 



(name) OR _ 
(position/co.) _ 
(street) _ 
(city, zip) _ 
(phone) ( 



(name) 

(position/co.) 

(street) 

. (city, zip) 

. (phone) 



Please return this by January 24th in the enclosed envelope, or to Dr. Oliver Hensley 

College of Education 
Texas Tech University 



Box 41071 

Lubbock, TX 79409-1071 




monltr.doc/cAbcr - oh hddrv 8/5/96 
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Formatting information: 

8-10 pages, double spaced, 12 point Times New Roman, with one-inch margins. 

Please send your article in both hard copy and disk form, if possible. 

The monograph will be done in a WORD 6.0 format, either IBM or Macintosh, so if possible, save 
your article as Word, or as an ASCII/all text file. 

However, if needed, we would be happy to retype and/or edit any submissions. 

If you have any questions, or if we can help in any way, please call Bethany Rivers 806/742-2916. 

Please mail the final article by February 23rd, with disk, to : 

Dr. Oliver Hensley 
College of Education 
Texas Tech University 
Box 41071 

Lubbock, TX 79409-1071 



ERIC 



monltr.doc/cAbcr - oh hddrv 8/5/96 
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APPENDIX L 



MONOGRAPH: ARTICLE REVIEW 




PROTOCOL 




i TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY 



SPECAP 



Box 4 1 07 1 , Lubbock, TX 79409- 1 07 1 



(Strategic Planning, Curriculum Evaluation, Performance Assessment) 

Dr. Ronald Opp, Dr. Oliver Hensley 

(806) 742-2329, (806) 742-1959, FAX (806) 742-2179 



May 15, 1996 

Romona Vaughan 
Director, North Texas Tech Prep 
4105 Maplewood 
Wichita Falls, TX 76308 

Dear Romona, 

Thank you very much for your submission to the 1996 SPECAP Monograph. We truly 
appreciate your time and effort. We would, however, like to ask you one more favor. Enclosed 
are two other articles submitted for publication. Can you take some time and evaluate them using 
our peer review checklist? We value your input, and believe this review process will strengthen 
the quality of the monograph. Thank you very much, and as always, if you have questions, please 
feel free to call Bethany at (806) 742-2916. 



Sincerely, 



Dr. Oliver Hensley 
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peer.doc/monllr.doc/br 5/14/96 2:53 PM 



An EEO /Affirmative Action Institution 



□ □□ □□ □□□□ □ 



Peer Review for Tech Perp Articles 
Peer3/Memos/ SPECAP-0 
7/29/96 3:23 PM 

PEER REVIEW GUIDELINES FOR ASSESSING ARTICLES 
FOR INCLUSION IN THE TECH PREP RESEARCH MONOGRAPHS 

Author: 

Title: 

Consortium: 

Author's Affiliation: Consortium Business/Industry Secondary Post Secondary Government Other:. 

1. To what extent does the article advance the Tech Prep philosophy? 

2. To what extent does the article allow the reader to use the information to implement in their own program? 

3. To what extent does the article include supporting data, documentation, or testimonials? 

4. Is the article comprehensivein its description of the Tech Prep processes and activities? 

5. Does the article make a substantial contribution to Tech Prep? 

6. Is the article valuable to practitioners? 

7. Does the article contribute the literature on Tech Prep? 

8. Does the article effectively show what is happening in Texas? 

9. To what extent does the article show organization and clarity of purpose? 

10. Overall, should this article be included? 

Total Points (Not to exceed 100) 



0 10 

No Maximum 

Points Points 



Comments to support your ratings for inclusion or noninclusion of the article. 



Reviewer 




July 23, 1996 



Dear author: 

At last! Enclosed is a galley proof of your article, as we have it ready for publication. It has been 
edited and peer reviewed, as you are aware, and possibly, multiple changes have been made. Please 
review your article carefully, to make sure that content has not been altered, and that you agree with 
those changes. In addition, we have enclosed an additional sheet of reviewer's comments and questions. 
Please look this over, and respond accordingly. When this has been done, Please mark the appropriate 
box and fax or mail this top sheet within the next five days. If you have made any corrections, please 
mark your article and return it as well. 

I I Yes, this article has my approval to be published in the SPECAP 1996 monograph as is. 

I I Yes, this article has my approval to be published in the SPECAP 1996 monograph, with changes 

as marked. (My galley proof has been returned to you to make corrections.) 

If we do not receive this sheet back, we cannot publish your article. 

With your permission, we reserve the right to make any minor editorial changes we deem 
necessary. Also, though we reserve the right to make additional copies to send out on request, you, as 
author, retain the copyright to publish, and distribute your article as you see fit. Please pay special 
attention to the address we have listed for you. It will be published in this format, so that if there are 
interested readers, they can contact you individually for further information. If there are any questions, 
please feel free to call Bethany at (806)742-1959. 

This article will be published in a monograph entitled The Texas Tech Prep Consortia: Strategies 
for Advancing Technical Education , and distributed to the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board, 
and each Texas Tech Prep consortium. In addition, each author will receive a copy, around September of 
this year. We have really enjoyed working with you. We thank you very much for all of your help 
producing this, and hope it is beyond your expectations. 

Sincerely yours, 



Oliver D. Hensley 



SPECAP: A Carl Perkins Grant evaluating Strategic Planning, Evaluation of the Curriculum, and Assessment of Performance in Texas Tech Prep Consortia.. 
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Value Frequency Percent 
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41 
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"career Career RATH Uay affiliation 



Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Valid 

Percent 


Cum 

Percent 




I BUSINESS CAREER PATH 


•••V. i ^ 


109 


37.3 


44.7 


44.7 




ENGINEERING TECH CAR 


2 




9.9 


11.9 


56 . 6 




LaUJEO HEALTH CAREER 







18*8 


22.5 


72* L. 





NOT MARKEO for caree 



48 



16.4 Missing 



16 

16 






Total 


292 


100.0 100.0 




17 

11 


Mean 


2.197 


Std err 


.078 


Median 


2.000 



Mode 

Kurt os Is 
S E Skew 



1.000 
-1.515 
. 156_ 



Maximum 



4.000 



S E Kurt 
Range 



Sum 



.310 

3^000_ 

536.000 



Skewness 

Minimum 



.325 

1.000 



Valid cases 



244 



Missing cases 



48 
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HIGH SCHOOL FACULTY STAKEHLOR 



Valid 



Cum 



Value Label 



Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



MOT MARKED STAKEHLDR 


0 


201 


68.8 


68.8 


68.8 I . 




MARKED STAKEHLOR GRP 


1 


91 


31.2 


31.2 


100.0 








Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 






Mean 

Mode 


.312 

.000 


Std err 
Std dev 


.027 

.464 


Median 

Variance 


.000 

.215 




Kurtosls 
S E Skew 
Maximum 


-1.341 

.143 

1.000 


S E Kurt 
Range 
Sum " 


.284 

1.000 

91.000 


Skewness 

Minimum 


.818 

.000 





Valid cases. 
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SI 
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USADHIN HIGH SCHOOL ADMIN STAKEHLDR 
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Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Valid 

Percent 


Cum 

Percent 




II 

II 


MOT MARKED STAKERCBJT^ - 
HARKED STAKEHLDR GRP 


0 

1 


““SOT -- 

91 


68.8 

31.2 


68.8 

31.2 


68.8 

100.0 




II 




Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 






14 

15 
U 
17 
II 
I« 
II 
II 
U 
II 


Mean .312 


Std err 


.027 


Median 


.000 




Mode >000 
Kurtos 1 s * 1 . 34 1 
S E Skew . 143 


Std dev 
S E Kurt 
Ranqe 


.4*4~ 

.284 

1.000 


Variance 

Skewness 

Minimum 


.215 

.818 

.000 




Maximum 1.000 


Sum 


9C000 








- 


Valid casas 292 


Missing cases 0 
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CCFAC CC FACULTY STAKEHLDR 


II 

tl 

II 

II 










Valid 


Cum 




Valua Label 




Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 




SI 


MOT MARKED STAKEHLDR 


0 


235 


80.5 


80.5 


80.5 






"TiSRK®"^TAKEHCBR”6RP 


; v, 1 


57 


19.5 


1*.5 


100.0 




» 




Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 






17 

II 

19 

41 

41 


Mean .195 

Mode .000 


Std err 
Std dev 


.023 

.397 


Median 

Variance 


.000 

.158 




Kurtos is .393 
S E Skew .143 
Maximum 1*000 


S E~KurT 

Range 

Sum 


.284 

1.000 

57.000 


Skewness 

Minimum 


1.546 

.000 




41 
















44 

4g 


Valid cases 292 


Missinq cases 0 
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41 

49 
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Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Valid 

Percent 


Cum 

Percent 


NOT MARKED ! 


STAKEHLDR 


0 


246 


84.2 


84.2 


84.2 


MARKED STAKEHLDR GRP 


1 


46 


15.8 


15.8 


100.0 






Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 




Mean 


.158 


Std err 


.021 


Median 


.000 


["Mode 


.000 


Std dev 


.365 


Variance 


.133 


Kurtosis 


1.582 


S E Kurt 


.284 


Skewness 


1.890 


1 S E Skew 


.143 


Ranae 


1.000 


Minimum 


.000 


Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


46.000 








Valid cases 


292 


Missing cases 0 









BUSREP 8US I NESS /INDUSTRY REP STAKEHLDR 



Valid 



Cum 



si 

S2 

SI 

S4 

SC 

S4 

57 

fa 

Sf 


Value Label 
NOT MARKED 


STAKEHLDR 


Value 

0 


Frequency 

271 


Percent Percent 
92.8 92.8 


Percent 

92.8 


MARKED STAKEHLDR GRP 


■ 1 
Total 


21 

292 


7.2 7.2 

100.0 100.0 


100.0 


Mean 

Mode 


.072 

.000 


Std err 
Std dev 


.015 

.259 


Median 
Vari a nee 


.000 

.067 


4a 


Kurtosis 


9.159 


S E Kurt 


.264 


Skewness 


TTl3i 


41 


S E Skew 


.143 


Range 


1.000 


Minimum 


.000 


42 


Maximum 


1.000 


Sura 


21.000 







41 

44 

4f 



Valid cases 



292 



Missing cases 







192 
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Value Label 




Value 


Frequency 


Valid 

Percent Percent 


Cum 

Percent 


TKTTRSRKE^STSKlHnjR - 
MARKED STAKEHLDR GRP 


- 0 

1 :• 


289 

3 


99.0 99.5 

1.0 1.0 


99.0 ■ . . 

100.0 






ToIaT - 


292 


100.0 100.0 




Maan 


.010 


Std err 


.006 


Median 


.000 


Mode 

Kurtosis 
S E Skew 


.006 

93.965 

.143 


Std dev 
S E Kurt 
Ranae 


.ioi 

.264 

1.000 


' Variance 
Skewness 
Minimum 


.010 

9.763 • 

.000 


Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


37000 




* 


Valid cases 


— 


Missing cases 0 






GOVT REP GOVERNMENT 


REP STAKEHLDR 
















Valid 


Cum 


Value Label 




Value 


Frequency 


Percent Percent 


Percent 


NOT MARKED STAKEHLDR 


0 


285 


97.6 97.6 


97.6 


- FftRKEtrSTAK!RCDR~6RF 


: — 1“ 


~ 7 


2. ST- 


100.5 . . 






Total 


292 


100. 0 100.0 




Mean 

Mode 


.024 

.000 


Std err 
Std dev 


.009 

.153 


Median 

Variance 


.000 

.023 


Kurtosis 
S E Skeu 
Maximum : 


^577397 

.143 

1.000 


Si KurT" 

Range 

Sum 


[& o o 
00 o o 

MOO 


Skewness 
Mi nimum 


$.256 

.000 


Valid cases 


292 


Missina cases 0 
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OTHERREP OTHER"'REP STAKEHLOR 



— Valid 

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent 

NOT MARKED STAKEHLOR 0 266 9171 9i7T~ 

MARKED ST AKEHLDR GRP 1 26 8.9 8.9_ 



; Total 292 100.0 100.0 

Mean .089 Std err .017 Median 

Mode .000 / ; : Std dev . .285 Variance 

Kurtosls 6.459 S E Kurt .284 Skewness 

S E Skew .1 43 Range 1.000 Minimum 

Maximum 1.000 Sum 26.000 



Valid cases 292 Missing cases 0 



FUNDS TAK IMPORT FUNDS BRING STAKEHLOR TOGETHER 



' " • • '• : : Valid 

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent 

EXTREME LY I M PORT FU N 1 17 9 61.3 63. 0 

SOMEWHAT IMPORT FUND 2 76 26.0 26.8 

NOT IMPORT FUNDS TO 3 29 9.9 10.2 

NOT MARKED FUNDS GET P .8 fllSSlQfl. 

Total 292 100.0 100.0 

Mean 17472 ” Std err 7040 Median 

Mode 1.000 Std dev .675 Variance 

Kurtos ls -. 01 7 S E K urt .28 8 Skewn ess 

SE Skew .145 Range 2.000 Minimum 

Maximum 3.000 Sum 418.000 



Valid cases 284 Missing cases 8 



Cum 

Percent 

9171" 

100.0 



_.000 

.081 

2.901 

.000 



Cu m 

Percent 

6 3.0 

89.8 

100.0 



1.000 

.455 

1.112 

i.oob 



41 

II 

II 

It 

IS 

14 

II 

It 

17 

II 

It 

tl 

tl 

tl 
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IBM 
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ii 


-yourrole your key ROLE 'IH _ E»EVtHE 


CURRIC _ 










7 

1 


Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Valid 

Percent 


Cum 

Percent 




ill 


"RESOURCE ACOUISTTON 77 
LEADERSHIP AS KEY RO 
CURRIC DEV AS KEY RO 


~T 

2 


16 

65 

49 


6.2 

22.3 

16.6 


24.3 

18.4 


6.7 

31.1 

49.4 




is 

14 


"cuRric - impCIment ffrio 
CURRIC EVAL AS KEY R 
SUBJECT MATTER EXPER 


5“ 

6 

7 


15 

5 

20 


5.1 

1.7 

6.6 


5.6 

1.9 

7.5 


55.1 

56.9 

64.4 




\\ 


"Administration as"KE 

TEACHING AS KEY ROLE 
ACADEMIC ADVISING AS 


8 

• :'■* 9 

10 


45 

33 

14 


15.4 

11.3 

4.8 


1679 

12.4 

5.2 


81.3 

93.6 

98.9 




19 

XI 


OTHER AS KEY ROLE 
NOT MARKED FOR YOUR 


ir 

0 


i 

25 


1.0 

8.6 


1.1 

Missing 


100.0 


- 


«| 


.... 


Total 


*92 


105". 0 


100.0 






« 


Mean 5.315 


Std err 


.183 


Median 


5.000 




14 

xi 

>4 


Mode 2 . 000 
Kurtosls -1.452 
S E Skew .149 


Std dev 
S E Kurt 
Ranqe 


2.986 

.297 

10.000 


Variance 

Skewness 

Minimum 


8.916 

.098 

1.000 




17 

XI 

XI 


Maximum 11.000 


Sum 


1419. 000 










SI 

11 

IX 


Valid cases 267 


Missing cases 25 










IS 

S4 


- - -'T 'r ~ * 




- 'r - 


— — — ~ •• 


— — — — — 


— — — 




SC 


fiFFHAMP OFF CAMPUS TEACH MODALITY 










u 

S7 

SI 










Valid 


Cum 




19 

« 


f Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 




:: 


1 NOT MARKED FOR MODAL 


0 


152 


52.1 


52.1 


52.1 




42 

4S 


MAiWED'FOR modality 


1 


140 


47.9 


4F.9 


100.0 




44 




Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 






41 

44 

47 


Mean .479 

Mode . 000 


Std err 
Std dev 


.029 

.500 


Median 

Variance 


.000 

.250 




41 

49 

II 


Kurtosts -2.007 
S E Skew .143 
Maximum 1.000 


S E Kurt 

Range 

Sum 


.284 

1.000 

140.000 


Skewness 

Minimum 


.083 

.000 




fit 

(X 

fil 


UaliH eacefi 292 


Mi ssi na i 


cases 0 










44 

II 

14 

17 

II 

19 

41 

41 

42 








4S 

44 

44 





u 
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CORRESP CORRESPONDENCE MODALITY 


Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Valid 

Percent 


Cum 

Percent 


MOT MARKED FOR MODAL 


0 


261 


89.4 


89.4 


89.4 


MARKED FOR MOOALITY 


■ 1 


31 


10.6 


10.6 


100.0 




Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 




Mean • 106 


Std err 


.018 


Median 


.000 


Mode .000 


Std dev 


.309 


Variance 


.095 


Kurtosl i A. 638 


8 E Kurt 


.284 


Skewness 


2.570 


S E Skew 143 


Ranoe 


1.000 


Minimum 


.000 


Maximum 1.000 


Sum 


31.000 








Valid caaaa 292 


Missing cases 0 









“ TV TELEVISED COURSES MODALITY 



Valid Clbh 



Value Label 

MOT MARKED FOR MODAL 


Value 

0 


Frequency 

224 


Percent 

76.7 


Percent 

76.7 


Percent 

76.7 


MARKED FOR 


MODALITY 


: 


68 


23.3 


23.3 


100.0 






: : Total 


292 


1 00 * 0 


100,0 




Mean 


.233 


Std err 


.025 


Median 


.000 


Mode 


.000 


Std dev 


.423 


Variance 


.179 


Kurtosl s 


-.388 


S E Kurt 


.284 


Skewness 


1.271 


S E Skew 


.143 


Range 


1.000 


Minimum 


.000 


Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


68.000 
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COURSES MODALITY" 



Valid Cum 
Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



Value Label 



rRDY"MXRRED- FOR MODAL 
MARKED FOR MODALITY 



58 



80.1 

19.9 



“W7T~ 

19.9 



80.1 

100.0 



Total Y9T~ TOOTO 100.0 

Maan .199 Std err .023 Median .000 


Mode .000 Std dev .900 Variance .160 
Kurtpsls .308 S E Kurt *289 Skewness 1.519 
S E Skew .193 Ranqe 1.000 Minimum .000 


Maximum 1.000 Sum 58.000 


Valid cases 292 Missing cases 0 


NETWORK INTERACTIVE NETWORK COURSES MODALITY 


Valid Cum 


Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 

NOT MARKED FOR MODAL 0 234 80.1 80.1 80.1 


"RAftKEtTFOITFiObALITY 1 5d 14.4 14.4 100.0 

Total 292 100.0 100.0 


Mean .199 Std err .023 Median .000 

Mode .000 Std dev .400 Variance .160 


Kurtosls .308 S E Kurt .289 Skewness 1.519 
S E Skew *193 Range 1.000 Minimum .000 
Maximum 1 . 000 Sum 58. 000 


Valid cases 292 Misslnq cases 0 
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INTERNET INTERNET COURSES MODALITY 


Value Label 




Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Valid 

Percent 


Cum 

Percent 


NOT MARKED 


FOR MODAL 


■' o 


257 


88.0 


88.0 


88.0 


MARKED FOR 


MODALITY 


i. l 


35 


12.0 


12.0 


100.0 






Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 




Mean 


.120 


Std err 


.019 


Median 


.000 


Mode 


.000 


Std dev 


.325 


Variance 


.106 


Kurtosls 


3.560 


S E Kurt 


.284 


Skewness 


2.353 


S E Skew 


.143 


Ranae 


1.000 


Minimum 


.000 


Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


35.000 








Valid cases 


i 292 


Missing cases 0 









OTHERMOO OTHER MODALITIES CONSIDERED 

'' v: ; : :V ; C 2 • : Valid Cum 

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 

HOT MARKED FOR MODAL 0 272 93,2 93. 2 ?3.2_ 

MARKED FOR MODALITY 1 20 6.8 6.8 100.0 

Total 292 1QP,Q 1Q0>0 



Mean .068 Std err .015 Median .000 

Mo de . 000 S td dev .253 Variance .064 

Kurtosls 9.862 S E Kurt .284 Skewness 3.434 

S E Skew .143 Range 1.000 Minimum .000 

Maxi mum 1 . 000 Sum 20.000 i 



Valid cases 292 Missing cases 0 
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l 

• t 

s 
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5 
t 
t 
i 
9 

II 

II 

U 

IS 

u 

IK 

M 

II 

11 
19 
tl 
tl 

12 
IS 
(4 
H 
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27 
tl 
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SI 

51 

52 
SS 
S4 
SK 
SI 
17 
SI 
S9 
41 

41 

42 
4S 

44 

45 
41 
47 



NES1S NEEDS ASSESSMENT^OPTION 



Valid Cum 

Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



Value Label 



MOT HARKED AS OPTION 
MARKED AS OPTION CON 


— r - 

1 


137 

155 


46.9 46.4 

53.1 53.1 


4679 : 

100 .0 


Mean 


.531 


Total 
Std err 


292 

.029 


100.0 100.0 
Median 


1.000 


Mode 


— 1,000 


Std day • 


.500 


Variance 


' .250 


Kurtosls 


-1.998 


S E Kurt 


.284 


Skewness 


• t. 124 


S E Skew 


.143 


Ranqe 


1.000 


Minimum 


.000 


Maximum 


r.ooQ 


Sum 


1557000 







Valid cases 292 Missing cases 



JOBTASK JOB/TASK ANALYSIS OPTION 













Valid 


Cum 


Value Label 




Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


NOT MARKED AS 


OPTION 


0 


176 


60.3 


60.3 


60.3 


"HAWED 


1 


116 


39. T~ 


39.7 


160.0 






Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 




Mean 

Mode 


.397 

.000 


Std err 
Std dev 


.029 

.490 


Median 

Variance 


.000 

.240 


Kurtosls 
S E Skew 
Maximum 


T7834 

.143 

1.000 


S E KurF 

Range 

Sum 


.284 

1.000 

116.000 


Skewness 

Minimum 


.422 

.000 


Valid cases 


292 


Missinq cases 0 











49 

Kl 

51 

52 
SS 

54 

55 
SI 
E7 
SI 
S9 

11 
11 

12 
IS 

14 

15 
II 



139 




IBM 9121-521 



25-Jul-96 SPSS RELEASE 4.1 FOR IBM OS/MVS 

1 14:16:57 
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! roACUM OACUM PROCESS OPTION 



Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Valid 

Percent 


NOT MARKEO AS OPTION 


0 


232 


79.5 


79.5 


MARKED AS OPTION CON 


1 


60 


20.5 


20.5 




Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 



Mean .20 5 S td err .024 Medl an 

Mode .000 Std dev .405 Variance 

Kurtosl s .148 S E Kurt .284 Skewness 

S E S kew . 14 3 Range 1 .000 M1nimum_ 

Maximum 1.000 Sum 60.000 

21 



14 

15 
U 
17 

II 

19 



Cum 

Percent 

7975” 

100.0 



.000 

.164 

1.465 

.000 



21 

22 

21 

24 

25 
24 
27 
21 
24 
SI 

51 

52 
SS 

54 

55 
S4 
S7 
SI 
S9 
41 

41 

42 
4S 



Valid cases i 292 Missing cases 0 



SUBJEKPT SUBJECT MATTER EXPERT OPTION 



: J_ •••••■■■' Val id Cum 

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



NOT MARKEO AS OPTIO N 0 142 48.6 48.6 48_.6. 

MARKED AS OPTION CON~ “ * 150 51.4 51.4 100.0 

Total 292 100,0 100 >0 



Mean .514 Std err .029 Median 1.000 

Mod e 1 . 00 0 St d dev .50 1 V ariance .2 51 

Kurtosls “£7011 S E Kurt .284 Skewness -.055 

S E Skew .143 Range 1.000 Minimum .000 

Maximum 1.000 Sum 150 .000 



a Valid cases 292 Missing cases 0 

44 

47 




49 

SI 

51 

52 
SS 

54 

55 
S4 
S7 
SI 
S9 
41 

41 

42 
4S 

44 

45 
44 
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CURREXPT CURRIC DESIGN EXPERT OPTION 


Value Label 




Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Valid 

Percent 


Cum 

Percent 


TROT - MARKED AS OPtlOM "7 
MARKED AS OPTION CON 


1 


—239— 

53 


81.8 
18.2 ; 


sne 

18.2 


8178 ~ ■■ - 

100.0 






Total 


292 


“ I00.0 


loo.o 




Mean 


.182 


Std err 


.023 


Median 


.000 


"Mode 
Kurtosls 
S E Skew 


.000 
.765 
. 143 


Std dev 
S E Kurt 
Rartoe 


.386” 
. 284 
1.000 


Variance 
Skewness 
Mi nimum 


.149 I:;", I- 

1.661 
.000 


Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


53.000 






- 


1 Valid cases 


292 


Missing cases 0 








upumiPP CRFATTON NFU CURRIC OPTION ^ „ 


























Valid 


Cum 


Value Label 




Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


MOT MARKED AS 


OPTION 


0 


205 


70.2 


70.2 


70.2 


MARREinS'OPTIOFrCQR -- 


1 


d? 


~~ 297 s - 




18878 7^ 7— ~ ~ . 777. 






Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 




Mean 

Mode 


.298 

.000 


Std err 
Std dev 


.027 

.<♦58 


Median 

Variance 


.000 

.210 


Kurtosls 
S E SkeM 
Maximum 


-1.220 
. 193 
1.000 


’ S E'KurT" 
Range 
Sum 


. 284 

1.000 

87.000 


Skewness 

Minimum 


.888 

.000 



45 Valid ciiti 292 hissing cnaa 0 

44 



49 

SI 

SI 

St 

ss 

54 

55 

56 
St 
SI 
S9 
61 
61 
61 
6S 

64 

65 

66 





BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



IBM 9121-521 



MOOOJRR MOO OF EXISTING CURRIC OPTION 



Value Label 



NOT MARKED AS OPTION 
MARKED AS OPTION CON 
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SPSS RELEASE 4.1 FOR IBM OS/MVS 



Value Frequency Percent 



Valid 

Percent 



Cum 

Percent 



91 

201 



31.2 

68*8 



31.2 

68.8 



31.2 

100.0 



Mean 



Mode 
Kurtosls 
S E Skew 



Maximum 



.688 

1.000 

-1.341 

.143^ 

1.000 



Total 



Stderr 



292 

.027 



100.0 



100.0 



Std dev 
S E Kurt 

Ra ng e 

Sum 



.464 

.284 

1.000_ 



^Median 

Variance 
Skewness 
Mi nimum 



1.000 



.215 

-.818 

.000 



201.000 



Valid 



292 



Ml sslng cases 



MERGE 



MERGING 2 OR MORE EXIST CURRIC OPTION 



Valid 



Cum 



SI 

SI 


Value Label 




Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


SI 

j| 


NOT MARKED AS 


OPTION 


0 


215 


73.6 


73.6 


73.6 


54 


MARKED AS OPTION CON 


1 


77 


26.4 


26.4 


100.0 


S 6 

S 4 






Total 


zn 


100.0 


100,0 _ 




S 7 

SI 


Mean 


.264 


Std err 


.026 


Median 


.000 


Sf 


Mode 


.000 


Std dev 


.441 


Variance 


.195 


41 


Kurtosls 


-.844 


S E Kurt 


.284 


Skewness 


1.078 


41 


S E Skew 


.143 


Range 


1.000 


Minimum 


.000 


41 


Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


77.000 









45 Va l id case s 292 Missing cas es 0 

44 

47 




4 f 

SI 

61 

61 

SS 

64 

66 

64 

67 

61 

5 f 

41 

41 

41 

4 5 
44 

46 
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I 



s 

4 

C 


CREATE” CREATED FROM SCRATCH7 














7 

1 


Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


\7alT3 

Percent 


Cum 

Percent 






11 

11 

11 

IS 

14 


reRESTEtTEKOM SCRATCH ~ 
MOT CREATED FROM SCR 
NOT MARKED AS CREATE 


-2 

■ 0 


98 

181 

13 


33.6“ 

62.0 

4.5 


35. 1 
64.9 
Mlsslnq 


— 35.1 ___ 

100.0 








Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 








14 

17 

ia 

is 

ta 


Hean 1.649 
hade 2.000 
Kurtosls '-.r 1.6 19 


Std err 
Std dev 
S E Kurt 


• 029 
a 478 
.291 


Median 

Variance 

Skewness 


2.000 

.229 

-.627 






S E Skew .146 

Maximum 2.000 


Range 

Sura 


1.000 

460.000 


Minimum 


1.000 


- 




if 

IS 


Valid cases 279 


Missing cases 13 












IS 

<4 


















ia 

ta 


desGW HoWLong to design new curric? ■ 


si 

si 

ii 


Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Valid 

Percent 


Cum 

Percent 






14 

IB 

14 

17 

sa 

ia 

4a 

41 

41 

4S 

44 

4( 


LESS THAN 3 MONTHS T 
4 TO 6 MONTHS TO DES 
7 TO 9 MONTHS TO DES 


1 

. 2 
. 3 


23 

32 

14 


7.9 

11.0 

4.8 


18.9 

26.2 

11.5 


18.9 

45.1 

56.6 






10 TO 12 MONTHS TO 0 
OVER A YEAR TO 0ESI6 
NOT MARKED FOR HOW L 


4 

5 
0 


if 

34 

170 


6.5 

11.6 

58.2 


15.6 

27.9 

Missing 


72.1 

100.0 








Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 








Mean 3.074 
Mode 5.000 
Kurtosls -1.517 


Std err 
Std dev 
S E Kurt 


7 UT ~ 

1.517 

.435 


Median 

Variance 

Skewness 


3.000 

2.300 

.032 






44 

47 

4a 


"S ESkew .219 

Maximum 5.000 


Range 

Sum 


5.060“ 

375.000 


Minimum 


1.000 






41 

Ea 

SI 


Valid cases 122 


Missing cases 170 












Ef 

ss 

S4 

E5 

E4 

S7 

sa 

Ea 

(i 






















41 

42 

4) 


















44 

41 

44 
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GRPMEET HOW OFT MEET AS GRP TO OESIGN CURRIC7 

: i— ~" Valid Cum 

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



NEVER/O GRP MEET TO 
RARELY/ 1 TO 2 GRP ME 

jjcqasionalu:/5 JTO _4_ 

FREQUENTLY/ 5 OR MORE 
NOT MARKED FOR HOW 0 



1 

2 

_ 3 _ 

4 

0 



~n 3.8 

21 7.2 

41 14.0 

166 56.8 



8.7 8.7 

16,7 25.4 

42,1 

32.5 100.0 

Ml ssing 



— — — 71 — Total 292 n^o.o loo.o 

Mean 2.984 Std e rr . 082 Median 3.000 

Mode 3.000 Std dev .921 Variance .848 

Kurtosis -.342 S E Kurt .428 Skewness -.656 

S E Skew .21 6 Range 3.000 Minimum 1.00<L 

Maximum : . : : 4.000 : . Sum 376.000 



Valid cases 126 Missing cases 166 



EXISTING IS THIS COPY OF EXISTING CURRIC7 



Value Label 



Valid 



Cum 



Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



YES EXISTING CURRIC 


1 


210 


71.9 


77,8 


77t8_ 


NOT EXISTING 


CURRIC 


2 


60 


20.5 


22.2 


100.0 


NOT MARKED IF 


EXISTI 


0 


22 


7.5 


Mi ssing 








Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 




Mean 


1.222 


Std err 


.025 


Median 


1.000 


Mode 


1.000 


Std dev 


.417 


Variance 


.173 


Kurtosis 


-.196 


S E Kurt 


.295 


Skewness 


1.344 


S E Skew 


.148 


Ranae 


1.000 


Minimum 


1.000 


Maximum 


2.000 


Sum 


330.000 









Valid cases 



270 



Missing cases 



22 
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H0OC0M6’ HOW CoRG Yd HOblP^CURRIC? 











Vaiva 


Cum 


Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


LESS THaM 1 MONTH TO 


1 


30 


10.3 




• 14.3 


1 TO 2 MONTHS TO MOD 


.. ■ ■ ■■■>::■ 2 


27 


9.2 


12.9 


27.1 


3 TO 4 MONTHS TO MOD 


3 


49 


16.8 


23.3 


50.5 


iTTOfc MONTHS TO MOD 


4 


35 


12.0 


16.7 


67.1 


MORE THAN 6 MONTHS T 


5 


69 


23.6 


32.9 


100.0 


NOT MARKED FOR HOW L 


0 


82 


28.1 


Ml sslnq 






Total 


292 


100.0 


100 * 0 




Mean 3.410 


Std err 


.098 


Median 


3.000 


Mode 5.000 


Std dev 


1.422 


Variance 


2.023 


Kurtosls -1.160 


S E Kurt 


.334 


Skewness 


-.359 


“S'E'SKii T16S 


Range 


4.000 


Minimum 


1.000 ,• ■ 


Maximum 5.000 


Sum 


716.000 









Valid cases 



210 



Missing casas 



82 



CU fcfcbEV COMPLETE COURSE ON cURR bEV 



Valid 

Percent 



Cum 

Percent 



Value Label 



Value Frequency Percent 



NOT MARKED FOR CURR 
MARKED FOR CURR DEV 


0 

1 


186 

106 


63.7 

36.3 


63.7 

36.3 


63.7 

100.0 






Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 




Mean 


: .363 


Std err 


.028 


Median 


.000 


Mode 


.000 


Std dev 


.482 


Variance 


.232 


Kurtosls 


-1.684 


S E Kurt 


.284 


Skewness 


.573 


S E Skew 


.143 


Ranqe 


1.000 


Ml nimum 


.000 


Maximum 


“TTHiOG . 


Sum 


TO6.OO0 








Valid cases 


292 


Missing cases 0 









67 

si 

61 

11 

11 

12 



II 

14 

15 
II 
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CURRWSHP ATTEND SRKSHP ON CURR DEV 



Valua Label 



Value Frequency Percent 



Valid 

Percent 



Cum 

Percent 



NOT MARKED FOR CURR 
MARKED FOR CURR DEV 



TFT 

181 



38.0 

62.0 



38.0 

62.0 



38.0 

100.0 



Mean 



Mode 

Kurtosls 
S E Skew 
Maximum 



Total 

.620 St d err 

1.000 Std dev 

-1.766 S E Kurt 

.143 Range 



292 

.028 



100.0 



100.0 



Median 



1 .ooo_ 



.486 

.284 

1.000 



Variance 

Skewness 

Minimum 



.236 

-.496 

.000 



1.000 



Sum 



181.000 



Valid cases 



292 



Missing cases 



CURRCOMM SERVE ON COMMITTEE FOR CURR DEV 



Valid 



Cum 



Value Label 



Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



NOT MARKED FOR CURR 



MARKED FOR CURR DEV 



134_ 

T58 



45.9 



Total 



292 



54.1 

100>0 



45.9 



45.9 



54.1 

IQQtlL 



100.0 



Mean 

Mode 



.541 

1.000 



Kurtosl s 
S E Skew 
Maximum 



“17986 

.143 

1.000 



Std err 
Std dev 
S E Kurt 
Range 
Sum 



.029 

.499 



.284 

1.000 

158.000 



Median 

_Varjance__ 

Skewness 

Minimum 



1.000 

.249 



“.166 

.000 



4 s Valid cases. 



292 



3 

ERIC 



Missing cases 
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i 

< 

s 

4 

I 
4 
? 
• 
9 

II 

11 

K 

IS 

14 
II 

u 

17 

II 

19 

>1 

<1 

It 

15 
14 
II 

14 
<7 
II 
19 

II 
II 
II 

15 
S4 
SI 
S4 
17 
SI 
S9 
41 
41 
41 
4S 



f REVIEW 



to s cu»n ftevi&eo before jmplehent? 



Value Label 



Value Frequency Percent 



"1/iITd r 

Percent 



rye sn^viEuanEFORE^ 7 ^ 

NOT REVIEWED BEFORE 
NOT MARKEO FOR REVIE 



1 1*7 67,5 ~ ? 2 7 2 ~ 

2 76 26.0 27.8 

0 19 6.5 Miss i ng 



Total 292 100.0 100.0 



Mean 1.278 Std err *027 MeBl an 

Mode 1.000 Std dev ,449 Variance 

Kur tosls -1.019 S E Kurt .2 94 S kewness 

§1 Skew 7T47 Range T7000 Minimum 

Maximum 2,000 Sum 349.000 



Valid cases 



273 



Missing cases 



19 



EAdfcEV FRG FAcUttY REVIEW CURfcIC 



L “ V^TTd 

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent 

I HOT HSRRKTMR INDIV 0 ~ 122 91. S 9176“ 

MARKED FOR IW1IVIO I 1 17g 5 8. 2 __58.2_ 

Total 292 lOOTO lOiO - 

Mean .582 Std _err .02? Median 

"Mode 1 . 000 Std dev .494 “Variance 

Kurtosls r 1,901 S E Kurt ,284 Skewness 

S E Skew .1 4 3 Range 1.000 Minimum 

Maximum 1 . 000 Sum T70 .000 



41 

44 

47 



Valid cases £92 



Missing cases 



49 

II 

II 

It 

IS 

14 

II 

M 

17 

II 

19 

41 

41 

42 
4S 
44 
41 
44 




Cum 

Percent 

72.2 

100.0 



* . uuu 
,202 
.994 

TTdoo 



Cum 

Percent 

41.8 

100.0 



1.000 

.244 

-,335 

.000 



207 




IBM 9121-521 



o 

ERLC 



25-Jul-96 SPSS RELEASE 4.1 FOR IBM OS/MVS 
i 14:16:57 



i 

4 

6 

4 

7 

I 

* 

II 

11 

11 

II 

14 

15 
14 
17 
ia 
la 



ti 

it 

IS 

14 

15 

14 
17 
!• 
If 

sa 

si 

si 

15 
S4 
IS 

u 

17 

sa 

si 

4a 

41 

41 

41 



46 
44 

47 



4f 

sa 

SI 

SI 

SI 

54 

ss 

54 

67 

sa 

sa 

4a 

41 

41 

41 

44 

45 



STOSREV PRO STUDENTS 


REVIEW CURRIC 








Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Valid 

Percent Percent 


Cum 

Percent 




NOT MARKED FOR INDIV 
MARKED FOR INDIVIO I 


0 

1 


272 

20 


93.2 93.2 

6.8 6.8 


93.2 

100.0 






Total 


292 


100.0 100.0 






Mean .068 


Std err 


.015 


Median 


.000 




Mode .000 
Kurtosls 9.862 
S E Skew . 143 


Std dev 
S E Kurt 
Ranae 


.253 

.284 

1.000 


Variance 

Skewness 

Minimum 


.064 

3.434 

.000 




Maximum 1.000 


Sum 


20.000 








Valid cases 292 


Missing cases 0 








HSCREV SCHOOL/COLLEGE REPS REVIEM CURRIC 








Valid 


Cum 




Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent Percent 


Percent 




NOT MARKEO FOR INDIV 


0 


128 


43.8 43.8 


43.8 




MARKED FOR INDIVIO I 


1 


164 


56.2 56.2 


100.0 






Total 


292 


100.0 100. Q 






Mean .562 

Mode 1.000 


Std err 
Std dev 


.029 

.497 


Median 

Variance 


1.000 

.247 




Kurtosls -"1.951 
S E Skew .143 
Maximum 1.000 


S E Kurt 

Range 

Sum 


.284 

1.000 

164.000 


Skewness 

Minimum 


-.250 

.000 




Valid cases 292 


Mlsslnq cases 0 






















POfi 


- 
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i 

i 

s 

4 

5 
4 
7 

• 

I 

II 

11 

II 

11 

14 

15 
14 
17 
II 
If 
II 
II 
II 
II 
14 
It 
14 
17 
II 
W 
II 
11 
II 
II 

14 

15 
14 
17 
II 
It 
41 
41 
41 
41 



rifiDlgfigT - BUSIMESS/INDUSTRY REPS REVIEW CURRIC 



Value Label 




Value 


Frequency 


Valid 

Percent Percent 


Cum 

Percent 






0 


162 


5575 5575 


5575 




MARKED FOR 


INDIVID I 


■ : 1 


130 


44.5 44.5 


100.0 








Total 


29i 


100.0 100.0 






Mean 


.445 


Std err 


.029 


Median 


.000 




~Hode 


.000 


S?3 _ dev 


.A98~ 


Variance 


.246 




Kurtosls 


-1.964 


SE Kurt 


.264 


Skewness 


.222 




S E Skew 


.143 


Ranqe 


1.000 


Minimum 


.000 




Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


130.000 






« 


Valid cmm 


M2;T 


C Missing cases 0 








LABRREV LABOR REPS 


REVIEW CURRIC 


















Valid 


Cum 




Value Label 




Value 


Frequency 


Percent Percent 


Percent 




NOT MARKED 


FOR INDIV 


0 


275 


94.2 94.2 


94.2 




Ptt^EO^dRiwnsaDr 


1 ■ 


• 17 


5T5 - 


—Tocrrd 








Total 


292 


100.0 100.0 






Mean 


.056 


Std err 


.014 


Median 


.000 




Mode 


.000 


Std dev 


.235 


Variance 


.055 




"Kurtosls 


“^27471— 


S^ltu Fm 


.289 


Skewness 


3.793 




S E Skew 


.143 


Range 


1.000 


Minimum 


.000 




Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


17.000 










ERIC 



1 

t 

s 


25-Jul-96 

14:16:57 


SPSS RELEASE 4.1 FOR 


IBM OS/MVS 


IBM 


9121-521 


4 

5 
4 


GOVTREV GOVERNMENTS 


REPS REVIEW CURRIC 






7 

t 

4 


Value Label 




Value 


Frequency 


Valid 

Percent Percent 


Cum 

Percent 


11 

11 

It 


NOT MARKED 


FOR INDIV 


V. 0 


265 

27 


90.8 90.8 


90.8 


MARKED FOR 


INDIVID I 


: . i 


9.2 9.2 


100*0 


IS 






Total 


292 


100.0 100.0 




14 

15 


Mean 


.092 


Std err 


.017 


Median 


.000 


u 

17 

11 


Mode 
Kurtosls 
S E Skew 


.000 

6.040 

.143 


Std dev 
S E Kurt 
Ranoe 


.290 

.284 

1.000 


Variance 

Skewness 

Minimum 


.084 

2.828 

.000 


11 

tl 

tl 


Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


27.000 






tt 

ts 

24 


Valid cases 


292 


Missing cases 0 






n 

tt 

ti 


OTHERREV OTHER EXPERTS REVIEW CURRIC 






ti 

tt 

SI 










Valid 


Cum 


SI 


Value Label 




Value 


Frequency 


Percent Percent 


Percent 


St 

SS 


NOT MARKED 


FOR INDIV 


0 


275 


94.2 94.2 


94.2 


S4 


MARKED FOR 


INDIVID I 


1 


17 


5.8 5.8 


100.0 


SS 

St 






Total 


292 


100*0 100*0 




SI 

SI 

SI 


Mean 

Mode 


.058 

.000 


Std err 
Std dev 


.014 

.235 


Median 

Variance 


.000 

.055 


41 

41 

42 


Kurtosls 
S E Skew 
Maximum 


~T2T471 

.143 

1.000 


S E Kurt 

Range 

Sum 


.284 

1.000 

17.000 


Skewness 

Minimum 


3.793 

.000 


4S 

44 

45 


Valid cases 


292 


Mlsslna cases 0 






44 

47 

41 




41 

SI 

SI 














St 

SS 

S4 




SS 

54 

S7 














SI 














SI 

41 















«« 

ERIC 2 
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IBM 


9121-521 




“RoegyiEH - WfBER INDIVID 


INVOLVED "CUPRIC REVIEW 








Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Valid 

Percent 


Cum 

Percent 




| 1 TO 5 I»T"dRF"REVXEU "7 
6 TO 10 IN GRP REVIE 
11 TO IS IN GRP REVI 


1 

' • 2 

3 


rt 

48 

38 


““2477 

16.4 

13.0 


3474 

23.0 

18.2 


34.4 

57.4 
75.6 




I6T(T20 IN GRP REVl 
MORE THAN 20 IN GRP 
NOT MARKED NUM INDIV 


4 

5 
0 


23 

28 

83 


7.9 

9.6 

28.4 


n.o 

13.4 
Mlssl nq 


86.6 

100.0 






Total 


' 292 


100.0 


100.0 






Mean 2.459 
Mode 1.000 
Kurtosis “.969 


Std err 
Std dev 
S E Kurt 


.097 

1.404 

.335 


Median 

Variance 

Skewness 


"27000 

1.971 

.563 




- S E'Skew .168 

Maximum 5.000 


Range 

Sum 


4.000 

514.000 


Minimum 


1.000 




Valid casa* 209 


Missing cases 83 










- - - - - - - - 











- - - 




TrIaL run uas there a trial kUny 


. Value Label • 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Valid 

Percent 


Cum 

Percent 




SeS~TriAL run <To ft 

NO TRIAL RUN (TO FAC 
NOT MARKED FOR TRIAL 


1 

2 

0 


2^ 

243 

20 


9.9 

83.2 

6.8 


Io77 

89.3 

Mlssinq 


1077 

100.0 






Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 






Mean 1.893 
Mode 2.000 
Kurtosis 4.605 


Std err 
Std dev 
S E Kurt 


.019 

.309 

.294 


Median 

Variance 

Skewness 


2.000 

.096 

-2.563 




~ S~ 6 Skew 71A8 

Maximum 2.000 


Range 

Sum 


~ i:ooo _ 

515.000 


Minimum 


1.000 




Valid cases 272 


Missing < 


cases 20 






















211 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



IBM 9121-521 



o 

ERIC 



I 

t 

s 

4 

C 

4 

; 

i 

• 

li 

u 

it 

is 

14 

1C 

14 
17 

II 
II 
11 
11 
11 

15 
14 
If 
14 
17 
II 
II 
SI 
SI 
SI 

ss 

54 

SC 

S4 

S7 

SI 

SI 



41 

41 

4S 



45 

44 
47 
41 
41 
Cl 
Cl 
Cl 

cs 

C4 

cc 

14 

C7 

Cl 

SI 

41 

41 

42 

45 
44 
4C 
44 
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FACTRIAL PR6 FACULTY I* ON TRIAL 


RUN 






Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Valid 

Percent Percent 


Cum 

Percent 


NOT MARKED FOR WHO U 
MARKED FOR WHO WORK 


0 

.1- 


260 

32 


89.0 89.0 

11. P n.o 


89.0 

100.0 




Total 


292 


100.0 100.0 




Mean .110 


Std err 


.018 


Median 


.000 


Mode -000 
Kurtosls 9.393 
S E Skew . 193 


Std dev 
S E Kurt 
Ranae 


.3i3 

.289 

1.000 


Variance 

Skewness 

Minimum 


.098 

2.513 

.000 


Maximum 1.000 


Stan 


32.000 






Valid ca.aa 292 


Missing cases 0 






STDTRIL PR6 STDS WC 


ON TRIAL RUN 












Valid 


Cum 


Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent Percent 


Percent 


NOT MARKED FOR WHO W 


0 


269 


92.1 92.1 


92.1 


MARKED FOR MHO MORK 


y 1 


23 


7.9 7.9 


100.0 




Total 


292 


100.0 100.0 




Mean .079 

Mode .000 


Std err 
Std dev 


.016 

.270 


Median 

Variance 


.000 

.073 


Kurtosls 7.937 
S E Skew .193 
Max in? 1.000 


S E Kurt 

Range 

Sum 


.289 

1.000 

23.000 


Skewness 

Minimum 


3.199 

.000 


Valid cases 292 


Mlsslna cases 0 




















ol O 


- 




— — _■ — — — : — — — ^ ~ 



1 

I 

s 
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4 

5 
( 
7 
• 
1 

II 

11 

II 

IS 

14 

15 
II 
1/ 
II 
II 
tl 
21 
It 
IS 
24 
IS 
II 
2/ 
II 
II 
SI 
SI 
u 

55 

54 

55 
Si 
57 
51 
51 
41 

41 

42 
45 



Atrial Hs and cc wc on triaCrun 

Valid Cum 

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 

■0“ T — 276 9575~" 957 5 $57 5 

1 16 5.5 5.5 100.0 



Total 292 100.0 100.0 

Mean .055 Std err .013 Median ^PQO 

Mode .000 Sid dev ,228 Variance .052 

Kurtosls 13*560 S E Kurt .284 Skewness 3,933 

S E Skew .14 3 Ranoa 1 . 00 0 Minimum^ .000 

Maximum 1. 000 Sum 167 000 



Valid cases 292 Missing cases *T 



TOTT^RKItTFOR WHO W _ 
MARKED FOR WHO WORK 



BUS TRIAL BUSINESS/ INDUSTRY 14C ON TRAIL RUN 



Value Label 

NOT MARKED FOR WHO W 

~ RSRK^FdR^WHiT WdRK - 



V • - : ■ ' Valid Cum 

Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 

0 282 96.6 96.6 96.6 

1 — “ lo“ 375 375 TOO.O 

Total 292 100.0 100.0 



Mean .034 Std err .011 Median .000 

Mode .000 Std dev .,182 Varjance .033 

“Kurtosls 24.676 S j= Kurt .284 Skewness 5.149 

S E Skew .143 Range 1.000 Minimum .000 

Maximum 1.000 Sum 10.0 00 



4S Valid cases 292 Missing cases 0 

41 

47 



II 

51 

II 

IS 

14 

15 
II 
17 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
45 
14 
41 
II 



O 

ERIC 
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LBRTRIAl LABOR REPS MC OM TRIAL RUN 



s 

7 












Valid 


Cum 




1 

1 


Value Label 




Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 




11 


NOT MARKED 


FOR I4HO U 


0 


285 


97.6 


97.6 


97.6 




11 

It 


MARKED FOR 


MHO WORK 


1 ■ 


7 


2.4 


2.4 


100.0 




IS 






Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 






14 

is 


Mean 


.02* 


Std err 


.009 


Median 


.000 




IS 


Mode 


.000 


Std dev 


.153 


Variance 


.023 




17 


Kurtosls 


37.397 


S E Kurt 


.284 


Skewness 


6.256 




11 


S E Skew 


.143 


Rartae 


1.000 


Minimum 


.000 




11 

tl 

tl 


Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


7.000 










tt 

ts 

ts 


Valid cases 


, 292 


Ml ssing cases 0 










ts 

ts 

t7 


GOVTRIAL GOVT REPS MK 


ON TRAIL RUN 










tl 

tl 

SI 












Valid 


Cum 




SI 


Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 




St 

ss 


NOT MARKED 


FOR UHO W 


0 


291 


99.7 


99.7 


99.7 




S4 


MARKED FOR 


WHO WORK 


■ 1. 


l “ 


.r~ 


.3 


100.0 




SS 

ss 






Total 


292 


100*0 


100*0 






S7 

SI 


Mean 


.003 


Std err 


.003 


Median 


.000 




SI 


Mode 


.000 


Std dev 


.059 


Varl ance 


.003 




41 


Kurtosls 


292.000 


S E Kurt 


. 284 


Skewness 


17.088 




41 


S E Skew 


. 143 


Range 


1.000 


Minimum 


.000 




4t 


Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


1.000 











«t Valid ca»e» 292 Missing cases 0 



O 

ERLC 



47 

41 

49 

SI 

SI 

St 

ss 

54 

55 
SS 
S7 

SI 

SI 

SI 

SI 

St 

ss 

54 

55 
SS 
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• EXPTRXAL EXPERTS IK ON ! TRAIT RUN - 


















Ualld 


Cum 


Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


NOT MARKED FOR WHO W 


: " 0 


--- ^ 


— 100.0“ 


100.0 


100.0 




Total : 


292 


100.0 


100.0 




Mean .000 


Std err 


.000 


Median 


.000 


Mode .000 


Std dev 


.000 


Variance 


.000 


~feange .000 


; ; ; Mlnlnwfl 


.000 


Maximum 


.000 : V • *' 


Sum p 000 












Valid cases 292 


Missing cases 0 






* 


r'V 


- - - r 









cLstriAL hum courses in trial run 










Valid 


Cian 


Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent . 


1 course in trial ru 


1 


16 


5.5 


39.0 


39.0 


2 COURSES IN TRIAL R 


2 


6 


2.1 


14.6 


53.7 


3 COURSES IN TRIAL R 


3 


9 


3.1 


22.0 


75.6 


"2rCOORs6S“lNTRlAL“R~ 


• • 4 - 


■ - 5 


1.7 


1272 


~ 87.8 - 


5 OR MORE COURSES IN 




•5 . 


1.7 


12.2 


100.0 


NOT MARKED FOR NUM C 


0 


251 


86.0 


Mi sslnq 






Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 




Mean 2.439 


Std err 


~ T224 - 


Median 


2.000 


Mode 1.000 ; 


Std dev 


1 ¥ 433 


Variance 


2.052 


Kurtosls -1.070 


S E Kurt 


.724 


Skewness 


.504 


S E Skew .369 


Range 


4.000 


Mi nimum 


1.000 


Maximal) 5.000 


Sum 


100.000 








Valid cases 41 


Missing cases 251 









21 5 



o 

ERIC 



o 

ERIC 



1 

t 

i 

t 

t 

( 

t 

I 
« 

II 

11 

It 

II 

It 

IS 

It 

17 

II 
If 
tl 
ft 
ft 
tl 
tt 
» 
tt 
t? 
tl 
tf 
SI 
SI 
St 

ss 

St 

St 

It 

17 

SI 

St 



tl 

tt 

ts 



tt 

tt 

tt 

tl 

tt 

tl 

tl 

tt 

ts 

tt 

tt 

tt 

tt 

tl 

tt 



tl 

tt 

ts 

tt 

tt 

tt 
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STOTRIAL NUM. STUDENTS 


IN TRIAL RUN 


















Valid 


Cum 


Value Label 




Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


1 TO 25 STDS IN TRIA 


1 


25 


8.6 


56.8 


56.8 


26 TO 50 STOS 


IN TRI 


,C X - 2. V 


10 


3.4 


22.7 


79.5 


Xt Tn sms TN TRT 


3 '■ 


‘ 3 •• 


1.0 


6.8 


86.4 


76 TO 100 STOS 


IN TR 


4 


1 


.3 


2.3 


88.6 


MORE THAN 100 


STOS I 


5 


5 


1.7 


11.4 


100.0 


NOT MARKED FOR 


NUM S 


0 


248 


84.9 


Ml sslnq 








Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 




Mean 


1.886 


Std err 


.201 


Median 


1.000 


Mode 


1.000 


Std dev 


1.333 


Variance 


1.777 


Kurtosl s 


1.095 


S E Kurt 


.702 


Skewness 


1.513 


”S~E~ Skew 


.357 


Range 


4.000 


Minimum 


1.000 


Maximum 


9.000 


Sum 


83.000 








Valid cases 


44 


Missing cases 248 








- - - - - - 




- r: -V-- - - - 


’ - - 


- 


- - - 


FACINPUT PR6 


FAC PROVIDE FEEDBACK 




















Valid 


Cum 


Value Label 




Velue / 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


NOT MARKED FOR PROVI 


0 


74 


25.3 


25.3 


25.3 


MARKED THAT PROVIDED 


1 


218 


74.7 


74.7 


100.0 






Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 




Mean 


.747 


Std err 


.025 


Medi an 


1.000 


Mode 


1.000 


Std dev 


.436 


Variance 


.190 


Kurtosl s 


-.706 


S E Kurt 


.284 


Skewness 


-1.140 


S E Skew 


.143 


Ranae 


1.000 


Ml ni mum 


.000 


ftaxlmum 


1.000 


Sum 


218.000 









Valid cases 292 Missing cases 0 






I 

t 

I 
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4 

t 

4 

7 

• 

1 

II 

11 

It 

IS 

14 

15 
14 
17 
II 
II 
21 
21 
22 
21 

24 

25 
24 
27 
21 
21 
SI 

51 

52 
SS 
14 
SS 
14 
17 
SI 
SI 
41 

41 

42 
4S 



sto input Prg sto - P rovide feedback: 



— Valid 

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent 

0^ 1 5? 5378 — 5378“ 

1 135 46.2 46.2 



Total 292 100.0 100.0 

Std err .029 Median 

StcTdav 7499 Variance 

S E Kurt .284 Skewness 

Range 1.000 Minimum 

Surn 135.000 



Valid cases 292 Missing cases 0 



„ MARREtrras^Rovr 

MARKED THAT PROVIDED 



rnor 

MARI 



Mean 



.462 



Mode .000 
Kurtosis 7. ~1*991 
S E Skew . 143 
Maximum T7000 



HS CINPUT SCHOOL/COLLEGE PROVIDE FEEDBACK 

. '' V alid 

Vilue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent 



NOT MARKED FOR PROVI 

’HAftRBB”tRAT'PRdVIDEB~ 



Mean .664 

Mode _1 . 000 „ 

Kurtosis rf7521 

S E Skew .143 

Maximum 1.000 _ 



0 98 33.6 33_.6^ 

“ — 1 “T94 66 . tT 66~.W 

Total 292 100.0 100.0 

Std err .028 Median 

Std dev ,47 3 Variance 

S E Kurt .284 Skewness 

Range 1.000 Minimum 

Sum 194.000 



4S Valid cases 292 Missing cases 0 

44 

47 



41 

SI 

51 

52 
SS 

54 

55 
S4 
S7 
SI 
SI 
41 

41 

42 
4S 

44 

45 
44 



Cum 

Percent 



"5378“ 

100.0 



.000 
. 249 
.152 
.000 



Cum 

Percent 

33.6 

“1007 (T 



1.000 

.224 

-.700 

.000 



ERIC 



217 
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t 

\ BUSINPUr BUSINESS/INDUSTRY PROVIDE FEEDBACK 



4 

| 










Valid 


Cum 




1 


Value Label 




Value 


Frequency 


Percent Percent 


Percent 




11 


NOT MARKED FOR PROVI 




160 


54.8 54.8 


54.8 




11 

It 

IS 


MARKED THAT PROVIOED 


1 - 


132 


45.2 45.2 


100.0 








Total 


292 


100.0 100.0 






14 

|| 


Mean - 


.452 


Std err 


.029 


Median 


.000 




u 


Mode 


.000 


Std dev 


.499 


Variance 


1249 




17 


Kurtosi a 


-1.976 


S E Kurt 


.284 


Skewness 


.194 




11 

11 

tl 

tl 

tt 

ts 

24 


S E Skew 


.143 


Range 


1.000 


Minimum 


.000 




Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


132.000 








Valid cases 


292 


Ml eelng caaaa 0 








2 S 

t 4 

22 


1RRIUPUT LABOR REPS 


PROVIDE INPUT 










tl 

tl 

SI 

SI 
























Valid 


Cum 




Value Label 




Value 


Frequency 


Percent Percent 


Percent 




St 

ss 

S 4 


NOT MARKED ! 


FOR PROVI 


0 


275 


94.2 94.2 


94.2 




MARKED THAT 


PROVIDEO 


- — “ — ~ r ~ 


17 


5.8 5.8 


100.0 




SS 

S 4 

SI 

SI 






Total 


292 


100.0 100.0 






Mean 


.058 


Std err 


.014 


Median 


.000 




SI 

41 


Mode 


.000 


Std dev 


.235 


Variance 


.055 




Kurtosis 


12.471 


S E Kurt 


.284 


Skewness 


3.793 




41 


S E Skew 


.143 


Range 


1.000 


Minimum 


.000 




42 


Mavi mm 


1.000 


Sum 


17.000 








4 S 





9 

ERIC 



44 

4 i Valid canon 292 Missing case s 0 



4? 




si 

SI 

St 

ss 

54 

55 

s« 

S 7 

W 

SI 

41 

41 

4 t 

4 S 

44 

4 5 
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WtInpUT Govt reps - Provide feedback 



9a ii a 



Cum 



Value Label 



Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



0 



MARKED THAT PROVIDED 



T65" 

27 



9.2 



"90.8 

9.2 



90.8 

100.0 



Mean 



THode 
Kurtosls 
1 S E Ske w 



.092 



Total 
Std err 



29r 

.017 



100.0 



100.0 



Maxilnum 



.000 
6.040 
. 143_ 



"1.000 



2 »ta dev 
S E Kurt 
R ange 



Sum 



.29Cr 
.284 
1.000_ 
"27:b00 



Median 

"Variance 
Skewness 
Ml nimum 



.000 

.084 

2.828 

.000 



Va lid casaT^ 






Missing cases 



OTHINPUT EXPERTS PR0VI0E FEEDBACK 



Valid_ 



Cum 



Value Label 

NOT MARKED FOR PROVI 

rTORKED-THArTRdVltJElT 



Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



r 

Total 



273 

~~V9~ 

292 



93.5 

6”. 5" 

100.0 



93.5 

~ "575" 

100.0 



93. 5_ 

Tbo:o 



Mean 

Mode 



KurtosTs - 
S E Skew 
Maximum 



.065 

.000 



T5T640 

.143 

1.000 



Std err 
Std dev 
"S'E KurT" 
Range 
Sum 



.014 
.247 
. 284~ 
1.000 
19.000 



Median 

Variance 



Skewness 
Ml nimum 



.000 

.061 

3.545" 

.000 



Valid cases 



292 



Missing cases 



ERIC 
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i 



1 

4 

5 
ft 


FACAPPRL PRG FAC HELP W APPROVAL 


7 










Valid 


Cum 


1 

9 


Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent Percent 


Percent 


11 


NOT MARKED 


FOR HELP 


o : 


127 


93.5 93.5 


93.5 


11 


MARKED FOR 


HELP W AP 


• ' l 


165 


56.5 56.5 


100.0 


11 














IS 






Total 


292 


100.0 100.0 




14 

15 


Mean 


.565 


Std err 


.029 


Median 


1.000 


1ft 


Mode 


~ 1.000 


Std dev 


.997 


Variance 


.• .297 


17 


Kurtosl s 


-1.999 


S E Kurt 


.289 


Skewness 


-.269 


11 


S E Skew 


.193 


Ranae 


1.000 


Minimum 


.000 


19 

21 

11 


Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


165.000 






22 

2$ 

24 


Valid cases 


292 


Massing cases 0 






25 

tft 

27 


STDAPPRL PRO STD HELP 


U APPROVAL 








21 

29 

sa 










Valid 


Cum 


SI 


Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent Percent 


Percent 


S2 

SS 


NOT MARKED 


FOR HELP 


0 


277 


99.9 99.9 


99.9 


S4 


MARKED FOR 


HELP M AP 


■ 1 


15 


5.1 5.1 


100.0 


55 

Sft 






Total 


292 


100.0 100.0 




17 

sa 


Mean 


.051 


Std err 


.013 


Median 


.000 


S9 


Mode 


.000 


Std dev 


.221 


Variance 


.099 


4a 


Kurtosl s 


~WT793 


S E Kurt 


.284 


Skewness 


“57086 


41 


S E Skew 


.193 


Range 


1.000 


Minimum 


.000 


42 


Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


15.000 







(S 



45 Val1d_caies 292 Missing cases 0 

4ft 

4/ 



49 



ERIC 



ia 

51 

52 
51 

54 

55 
5ft 
57 

sa 

59 

ft! 

ftl 

ft! 

ft! 

ft4 

45 

ftft 
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Hscapprl s chool/coLlegS Help M Approval 



Value Label 



~ ' Valid Cum 

Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



lEfrV6*' : U£Lir r . 

MARKEO FOR HELP U AP 



67 

225 



~2?7<r 

77.1 



"2279 

77.1 



2279^ 

100.0 



Mean 



.771 



rpiode 
Kurtosis 
|S_E Skew 
Maximum 



TTooo 

-.329 

.143 



Tot a IT 
Std err 



T7000 



Std dev 
S E Kurt 
R ange 



292 

.025 

^”7421 

.284 

1.000 



100.0 



Tbo.o 



Sum 



225.000 



Median 

Variance 

Skewness 

Minimum 



l.ooq 



T177 
“1 .294 
.000 



Valid cases 



292^ 



Missing cases 



BUSAPPRL BUSINESS/ IfrOJSTRY HELP U APPROVAL 













Valid 


Cum 


Value Label 
NOT MARKEO 


FOR HELP 


Value 

0 


Frequency 

209 


Percent 

71.6 


Percent - 

71.6 


Percent 

71.6 


"RARREtrFOITBECFTJ AP 


“ I 

Total 


83 

292 


287 A 

100.0 


28.4 

100.0 


188.0 


Mean 


.284 


Std err 


.026 


Median 


.000 


Mode 


.000 


Std dev 


.452 


Variance 


.204 


Kurtosis 


-1.083 


S E Kurt 


.284 


Skewness 


.962 


S E Skew 


.143 


Range 


1.000 


Minimum 


.000 


Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


83.000 









Valid cases 



292 



Missing cases 



4* 

SI 

SI 

62 

IS 

64 

66 

64 

67 

SI 

61 

41 

41 

42 

45 
44 

46 
44 
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o 
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i 
4 
I 
4 
7 
I 
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Tbrapprl labor reps help w approval 



Value Label 



Value Frequency Percent 



Valid 

Percent 



Cum 

Percent 



4 

11 


NOT MARKED 


FOR HELP 


0 


275 


11 

It 


MARKED FOR 


HELP M AP 


1 


17 


IS 






Total 


292 


14 

15 


Mean 


.058 


Std err 


.014 


14 


Mode 


.000 


Std dev 


.235 


17 


Kurtosis 


12.471 


S E Kurt 


.284 


IS 


S E Skew 


.143 


Ranoe 


1.000 


11 


Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


17.000 


SI 










tl 











94.2 

5.8 



94.2 

5.8 



94.2 

100.0 



100.0 



100.0 



Jtedlan 

Vari ance 
Skewness 
Ml mmum 



.Q00_ 



.055 

3.793 

.000 



Valid cases 



292 



Missing cases 



GVTAPPRL GOVT REPS HELP H APPROVAL 



Value Label 



Valid 



Cum 



Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



SS 

ss 

14 

» 

S4 



NOT MARKED FOR HELP 0 259 88. 7 8 8.7 8 8 , 7 

MARKED FOR HELP M AP “ _ 1 ~ 33 11.3 Il.3 100.0 

Total 292 UMLjQ 1PP>P 



S7 

St 

SI 


Mean 

Mode 


.113 

.000 


Std err 
Std dev 


.019 

.317 


Median 

Variance 


41 


Kurtosis 


4.066 


S E Kurt 


.284 


Skewness 


41 


S E Skew 


.143 


Range 


1.000 


Minimum 


4t 


Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


33.000 





.000 

.101 

2.457 

.000 



41 



44 

4t 

44 

47 

41 

44 
(I 
SI 
St 

ss 

54 

55 
S4 
17 
SI 
SI 
II 
41 
4t 

45 

44 

45 



Valid cases 292 Missing cases 0 
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Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Valid 

Percent 


Cum 

Percent 


nioT~HASRia> FOft HEO*~" 


0 


259 


92.1 


92.1 


92. T" 


MARKED FOR HELP W AP 


1 


23 


7.9 


7.9 


100.0 


L — 1 — 


Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 





Mean 



rModa 
Kurtosis 
I S E Skew 
Maximum 



.079 

— Jooo 
7*937 
.143 



"T7000 



Std err 
^Std dev 
S E Kurt 
Ra nge 



.016 

.270 

.284 

1.000 



Median 

Variance 

Skewness 

Minimum 



.000 

.073 

3.144 

.000 



Sum 



23.000 



|~WI 



id cases 



“292T 



Missing cases 



FACIMPRV PRG FAC HELP M IMPROVE 











Valid 


Cum 


Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


NOT MARKED FOR HELP 


0 


60 


20.5 


20.5 


20.5 


"HAIWEITFOOECFTriH - 


r 


232 


79. 5~ 


7$. 5 


roo.ir 




Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 




Mean .795 

Mode 1.000 


Std err 
Std dev 


.024 

.405 


Median 
Vari ance 


1.000 

.164 



S E Skeu 
Maximum 



.143 

1.000 



Range 

Sum 



1 

232 



000 

000 



Minimum 



.000 



Valid cases 



292 



Missing cases 



4f 

fit 

Cl 

u 

ss 

54 
SC 
f 4 
57 
51 
59 
41 
41 
4 1 
45 

44 

45 
44 
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STDIMPRV PRG STO HELP W IMPROVE 










Valid 


Cum 


Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


NOT MARKED FOR HELP 


: 0 


187 


64.0 


64.0 


64.0 


MARKED FOR HELP W IM 


1 


105 


36.0 


36.0 


100,0 




Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 




Mean .360 


Std err 


.028 


Median 


.000 


| Mode .000 


Std dev 


.481 


Variance 


.231 


Kurtosls : -1.665 


S E Kurt 


.284 


Skewness 


.588 


1 S E Skew .143 


Ranae 


1.000 


Minimum 


.000 


Maximum 1.000 


Sum 


105.000 








Valid cases 292 


: Missing cases 0 









HSCIMPRV SCHOOL /COLLEGE HELP U IMPROVE 



SI 












Valid 


Cum 


SI 


Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


SI 

ss 


NOT MARKED 


FOR HELP 


0 


68 


23.3 


23.3 


23.3 


S4 


MARKED FOR 


HELP U IM 


1 


224 


76.7 


76.7 


100.0 


St 

54 






Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 




57 

SI 


Mean 


.767 


Std err 


.025 


Median 


1.000 


SI 


Mode 


1.000 


Std dev 


.423 


Variance 


.179 


41 


Kurtosls 


-.388 


S E Kurt 


.284 


Skewness 


-1.271 


41 


S E Skew 


.143 


Range 


1.000 


Minimum 


.000 


41 


Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


224.000 









Valid cases 



292 



Missing cijgi 






PPQT PflDV AWAII ADI C 
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™sXwW"^ H improve 



Value Label 



n^or rarke5 _ F(5R~rei:p^ 

MARKED FOR HELP W IM 



Value Frequency Percent 



Valid 

Percent 



Cum 

Percent 



153 



~~477F 

52.4 



"477F 

52.4 



“477F 

100.0 



Mean 



"Rode 
Kurtosls 
S E Skew_ 



.524 



Maximum 



T7600 

-2,004 

.1 43 

T70OO 



total 
Std err 



292“ 



100.0 



ioo. o 



Std Bev 
S E Kurt 
R ange 
Sum 



.029 



.500 

.284 

1.000 



"113.000 



Median 

Variance 
Skewness 
Ml ni mum 



1.000 

.250 

-,096 

.000 



Valid cases 






Missing cases 



LBRIMPRV LABOR REPS HELP M IMPROVE 



Valid 



Cum 



Value Label 

NOT MARKED FOR HELP 



Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent - 



259 
“ 33" 



88.7 



88.7 



88.7 



Total 



292 



117 1T~ IT73 - TOb7o 

100.0 100.0 



Mean 

Mode 



Kurtosl s 
S E Skew 
Maximum 



.113 Std err 

.000 Std dev 

~"5'E KurF 



T7066 

.143 

1.000 



Range 

Sum 



.019 

.317 

T284" 

1.000 

33.000 



Median 

Variance 



Skewness 
Ml nlmum 



.000 
. 101 
2.457 
,000 



Valid cases 



292 



Missing cases 



o 

ERIC 



22 ' 



IBM 9121-521 



o 

ERIC 



i 

z 

s 

4 

I 
4 
7 
• 

9 

II 

II 

1Z 

IS 

14 

15 
14 
17 

II 
19 
Zl 
tl 
tt 

zs 

14 

ZS 

14 

Z7 

Zl 

Z9 

SI 

SI 

SI 

SS 

S4 

SI 

54 
17 
SI 
S9 
41 
41 
4Z 
4S 

44 

45 

44 
4 7 
41 
49 
SI 
II 
SI 

55 
S4 

45 
14 
S7 
SI 
19 
41 
41 
41 

45 
44 

46 
44 
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GVTIMPRV GOVT REPS HELP W IMPROVE 










Valid 


Cum 


Value Label 




Value 


Frequency 


Percent Percent 


Percent 


HOT MARKED 1 


FOR HELP 


0 


256 


87.7 87.7 


87.7 


MARKED FOR HELP W IM 


; 1 


36 


12.3 12.3 


100.0 






Total 


292 


100.0 100.0 




Mean 


.123 


Std err 


.019 


Median 


.000 


Mode 


.000 


Std dev 


.329 


Variance 


.108 


Kurtosls 


3.329 


S E Kurt 


.284 


Skewness 


2.304 


S E Skew 


.143 


Ranqa 


1.000 


Minimum 


.000 


Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


36.000 






Vail d cases 


292 


Missing cases 0 






OTHTMPRV EXPERTS HELP U IMPROVE „ — — 










Valid 


Cum 


Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent Percent 


Percent 


NOT MARKED 


FOR HELP 


0 


282 


96.6 96.6 


96.6 


MARKED FOR 


HELP M IM 


1 . 


. 9 


3.1 3.1 


99.7 ' 






' 2 


X 


.3 .3 


100. o 






Total 


292 


100.0 100.0 




Mean 


.036 


Std err 


.012 


Median 


.000 


1 Mode 


.000 


Std dev 


.208 


Variance 


.043 


Kurtosls 


39.254 


S E Kurt 


.284 


Skewness 


5.987 


IS E Skew 


: .143 


Ranae 


2.000 


Minimum 


.000 


Maximum 


2.000 


Sum 


11.000 







Valid cases 



292 



Missing cases 



■22%- 
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| fcDRRREV HOW OFT REVIEU CURRICT" 



Value Label 



rssTiEiBarRWiEw cur 

EVERY YR REVIEW CURR 
EVERY 2 YR REVIE W C U 



!! EVERY - ! YR REVIEW CO 
NOT MARKED REVIEW CU 



Mean 



riode 

Kurtosi s 
S E Skew 



1.42 4_ 



Maximum 



"T^oo 

2.529 

.148 

4.obo 



Valid cases 



^7V 



Valid Cum 

Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



~T 

2 

3 



1ZT 

96 

5 

3 

21 



~5?7T“ 

32.9 

1.7 



^. 0 “ 

7.2 



61. 6~ 
35.4 
1 . 8 _ 
l.i 

hissing 



61.6“ 

97.0 

98.9 

loo. o 



Total 
Std err 



StdTdev 
S E Kurt 
R ange 



292 

.036 



Too.o 



100.0 



.591 
.295 
3.000 



Sum 



iss.i rear 



hedi an 

Variance 
Skewness 
hi ni mum 



1.000 



.349 

1.383 

1.000 



"Tilsslng cases 



~2V 



CATALOG INCLUSION IN COURSE CATALOG 



it 

ss 

54 

55 
S4 
11 

sa 

s« 



Value Label ~~ 

NOT MARKEDAS INDICA 
hARREO AS INDICATOR 



Vali d Cu m 

Value frequency Percent Percent Percent 

0 120 41.1 41.1 41.1 

1 172 5879 58.9 TooTo 

Total 292 100.0 100.0 



41 

41 

42 


Mean 

Mode 


.589 

1.000 


Std err 
Std dev 


.029 

.493 


Median 

Variance 


4) 


Kurt os Is 


-1.881 


S ETKurt 


.284 


Skewness 


44 


S E Skew 


.143 


Range 


1.000 


Minimum 


4$ 


Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


172.000 





1.000 

.243 

-.364 

.000 



u 



Valid cases 



292 hissing cases 0 



44 

sa 

SI 

St 

ss 

54 

55 
5ft 
s; 

sa 

sa 

40 

41 
ftt 

45 

44 

45 
ftft 



o 
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NEWSTAFF NEW STAFF ADDED 



Value Label 



Valid Cum 

Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



NOT MARKED AS INDICA 
MARKED AS INDICATOR 



240 

52 



8Z.2 

17,8 



82.2 

17.8 



82.2 

100.0 



Mean 



p 

u 



Mode 

Kurtosi * 
S E Skew 



^178_ 

.000 

.867 

.143 



Total 
Std err 



Maximum 



1.000 



Std dev 
S E Kurt 
Ra nge 



292 

.022 

.383 

.284 

1.000 



100.0 



100.0 



Median 



Variance 
Skewness 
Ml mmum 



.000 



.147 
1.692 
.000 



Sum 



52.000 



Valid cases 



292 



Missing cases 



AD DC LASS ADDITIONAL COURSE OFFERINGS. 



Vail d_ 



Cum 



Value Label 

NOT MARKED AS INDICA 
MARKED AS INDICATOR 



Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



0 

" T " 



169 



123 



57.9 



42 ri 



57.9 



57.9 



42.1 



100.0 



TotaL. 



292 100.0 100.0 



Mean 

Mode 



Kurtoslft 
S E Skew 
Maximum 



.421 

. 000 _ 

-1.910 

.143 

1.000 



Std err 
St d dev 
S E Kurt 
Range 

Sum 



.029 

.495 



.284 

1.000 

123.000 



Median 

_Varjance_ 

Skewness 

Minimum 



.000 

.245 



.321 

.000 



Valid cases 



292 



Mi ssing cases 



a 

ERIC S 

w 



2m 



1 

2 
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J ENROLLMT JNCREASElTlHROCtMEHT^ — ^ "" " ” ~ 

i ■ :■ . ; •. . 

4 I — : 9a lid Ciin 

* Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



.! f HOT" HARKED AS INDICA 
„ MARKED AS INDICATOR 

It — 

IS 



d 

l 

TafaT 



T73 5972 59T t 59 . t 

119 40.8 40.8 100.0 



192 IdO.O 100.0 



14 

15 

14 
17 

15 
19 



Mean .408 Std err . 029 

"1-lode .000 Std dev ^ ”7392 

Kurtosis “1*870 ; S E Kurt .284 

S E Skew .143 Range ' 1.000, 

Maximum 1.000 Sum TT9.000 



Median 

Parlance 

Skewness 

Minimum 



.000 

.242 

.378 

.000 



za 

tl 

zt 

zs 

Z4 

ZS 



Valid cases 




Missing cases 



TT 



;; FUNDS ADEQUATE/ INCREASED FUNDING 

za 



Z9 

Value Taber 



sz 

ss 

S4 

ss 

54 



NOT MARKED AS INDICA 









Valid 


Cum 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


0 


248 


84.9 


84.9 


84.9 


1 


44 


15.1 


15.1 


loo.o 


Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 





57 

sa 

II 


Mean 

Mode 


.151 

.000 


Std err 
Std dev 


.021 

.358 


Median 

Variance 


II 


kurtosis 


T7866 


S E Kurt 


.284 


Skewness 


11 


S E Skew 


.143 


Range 


1.000 


Minimum 


42 


Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


44.000 





.000 

.128 

1.963 

.000 



4S 



« Valid cases 292 Missing cases 0 

44 

47 

4a ~ : — ' ’ — 



49 

sa 

SI 

sz 

ss 

54 

55 

54 
S7 

55 
St 
sa 



41 

42 
45 

44 

45 
44 
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1 

t 

s 

4 

t 

4 

7 

I 

• 

II 

11 

It 

IS 

14 

15 

14 
17 
II 
II 
tl 
tl 
tt 
ts 

24 

15 
14 
17 

tl 

tl 

SI 

SI 

St 

ss 

54 

55 
5* 
S7 
SI 
SI 
41 
41 
41 
4S 
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STATEOK STATE APPROVAL 


OF PROGRAM 














Valid 


Cum 




Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent Percent 


Percent 




NOT MARKED AS INDICA 


0 


139 


47.6 47.6 


47.6 




MARKED AS INDICATOR 


1 .. 


153 


52.4 52.4 


100.0 






Total 


292 


100.0 100.0 






Mean .524 


Std err 


.029 


Median 


1.000 




Mode 1.000 


Std dev 


.500 


Variance 


.250 




Kurtosls -2.004 


S E Kurt 


.284 


Skewness 


-.096 




S E Skew . 143 


Ranae 


1.000 


Minimum 


.000 




Maximum 1.000 


Sum 


153.000 








Valid caaea 292: 


Missing cases 0 








ACCREDIT ACCREDITATION OF PROGRAM 








Valid 


Cum 




Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent Percent 


Percent 




NOT MARKED AS INOICA 


0 


232 


79.5 79.5 


79.5 




MARKED AS INDICATOR 


■ . 1 • 


60 


20.5 20.5 


100.0 






Total 


292 


100.0 100.0 






Mean .205 


Std err 


.024 


Median 


.000 




Mode .000 


Std dev 


.405 


Variance 


.164 




Kurtosls .148 


S E Kurt 


.284 


Skewness 


1.465 




S E Skew .143 


Range 


1.000 


Minimum 


.000 




Maximum 1.000 


Sum 


60.000 









o 

ERIC 
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IBM 


CSI 

in 

CSI 

O' 




"XlCSPPRlI^ - APPROVAL OP LICENSING AGENCY 


Value Label 




Value Frequency 


Percent 


Valid 

Percent 


Cum 

Percent 




~R0T'~ RaRKEB'aS' irdica 

MARKED AS INDICATOR 


cr 

1 


265 

27 


90.8 

9.2 


90.8 

9.2 


90.8 

100.0 








Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 






Mean 


.092 


Std err 


.017 


Median 


.000 




Bode 
Kurtosls 
S E Skew 


.000 
6*090 
. 193 


"Sid dev 
S E Kurt 
Ranqe 


.290 

.269 

1.000 


Variance 

Skewness 

Minimum 


.089 

2.626 

.000 




Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


27.000 










Valid castas 




hissing cases 


F 











2ft 

27 

2R 

29 

SI 

51 

52 
SS 

54 

55 
Sft 
S7 
SI 
SI 



41 

42 



ADTTrui a ADTTnil ATTON AGREEMENTS — 












Valid 


Cum 




Value Label 




Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 




unr MAPk'Pn aq 


TWOTCA 


0 


95 


32.5 


32.5 


32.5 




fRAftREB'SS'lRDieAtOR 


1“ 


r97 


IT. T5 


67.5 


100.0 








Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 






Mean 


.675 


Std err 


.027 


Median 


1.000 




Mode 


1.000 


Std dev 


.969 


Variance 


.220 


. . — 


~Rurtos1s 


- TT 998 


S E Kurt 


.269 


Skewness 


-.799 




S E Skew 


.193 


Range 


1.000 


Minimum 


.000 




Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


197.000 






j 





4S 



“ Valid caaai 292 Hissing ca»e» 0 

4ft . 

47 ■’ 

41 I — : — 



41 

SI 

51 

52 
SS 
64 
SS 
Sft 
S7 
SI 
SI 
ftl 
ftl 
ftl 
ftS 
ft4 
ftfi 
ftft 
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0THPERM OTHER INDICATORS PERMANENT 


Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Valid 

Percent 


Cum 

Percent 


NOT MARKED AS INDICA 


0 


281 


96.2 


96.2 


96.2 


MARKED AS INDICATOR 


■ 1 


9 


3.1 


3.1 


99.3 




' 2 ' 


1 


*3 


,3 


91tl 




3 


1 


.3 


.3 


100.0 




Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 




Mean .048 


Std err 


.016 


Median 


.000 


Mode .000 


Std dev 


.271 


Variance 


.073 



Kurtosl s 
S E Skew 
Maximum 



60.872 

.143 

3.000 



S E Kurt 
Range 
Sum 



3.000 

14.000 



Minimum 



.000 



Valid gaiM_ 



292 



Mlflginq caae?L 



TPCONTIN WLO PRO CONTINUE IF TP FUNDS GONE? 



Value Label 



Valid Cum 

Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



STRONGLY AGREE ULD C 
A$Rf i ULO CONT IFFU, 



OISAGREE WLO CONT IF 
STRONGLY OISAGREE WL 
NOT MARKED PRG CONT 



67 



3 

4 
0 



59 

19 

22 



22.9 

_42*$_ 



20.2 

6.5 

7.5 



24.6 

*6,3 

21.9 

7.0 

Ml ssl n q 



24.6 



93.0 

100.0 



Total 



292 



100.0 



100.0 



Mean 
Mode 
Kurtosl s 



2.111 

2.000 

-.380 



Std err 
Std dev 
S E Kurt 



S E Skew 
Maximum 



.146 

4.000 



.052 

.859 

.295 



Range 

Sum 



3.000 

570.000 



Median 
Variance 
Skewness 
Ml nimum 



2.000 

.739 

.457 



1.000 



49 

sa 

si 

S2 

IS 

64 

66 

54 

6/ 

64 

69 

44 

41 

42 

45 
44 

46 
44 



Valid cases 



270 



Missing cases 



22 



o 

ERIC 
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4 

5 
4 


EVALDEV COMPLETED CURRIC EVAL COURSE \ : '/ 


1 

• 

t 


Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Valid 

Percent 


Cum 

Percent 


it 

u 

u 


“TjOTTlARRED PARTIC IN 
MARKED PARTIC IN CUR 


0 

1 


197 

95 


67.5 

32.5 


67.5 

32.5 


si: 5 ■ 

'100.0 


u 




Total 


292 


~ loo.o 


loo.o 




14 

15 


Mean .325 


Std err 


.027 


Median 


.000 


14 

11 

ia 


Mode .000 
Kurtosls -1 *448 
S E Skew .143 


$td dev 
S E Kurt 
Ranqe 


.469 

.284 

1.000 


Variance 

Skewness 

Minimum 


.220 

.749 

.000 


it 

ta 

ti 


Maximum 1.000 


Sum 


95.000 








tt 

tl 

<4 


"“Valid cases 292 


Missing cases 0 








tt 

14 

tl 


EVALWSHP ATTENDED PROF 


DEV URKSHP 


FOR EVAL 








ta 

tt 

la 










Valid 


Cum 


il 


Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


it 

ll 


NOT MARKED PARTIC IN 


0 


128 


43.8 


43.8 


43.8 


14 


■“MARRED PARTICIR CUR 


1 


164 


$ 6.2 


56.2 


100.0 


IS 

14 




Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 




11 

ia 

it 


Mean .562 

Mode 1.000 


Std err 
Std dev 


.029 

.497 


Median 

Variance 


1.000 

.247 


41 

41 

4t 


Kurtosi 8 -1.951 

S E Skew .143 

Maximum 1.000 ; 


75 E Rurt 
Range 
Sum 


.284 

1.000 

164.000 


Skewness 

Minimum 


-.250 

.000 


41 

44 

45 


Valid cases 292 


Mlsslnq cases 0 









44 

41 

41 

44 

II 

SI 

SI 

SI 

S4 

ss 

ss 

SI 

u 

St 

41 

41 

4t 

4) 

44 

45 
44 



O 

ERIC 



233 



I 



25-JU1-96 SPSS RELEASE 9.1 FOR IBM OS/MVS 
14: 16:57 



IBM 9121-521 



FAC E VA C FACULTY EVAL EFFECTIVENESS 



Value Label 



ValT3 Cum 

Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



1 

la 

n 

it 

is 

14 

15 
14 
17 
11 
M 
ta 
ti 
tt 

ts 

*4 

n 

ti 

t7 

ta 

ta 

sa 

si 

St 

ss 

54 

55 
S( 
S7 

sa 

sa 

4a 

41 

4t 

45 



[ ! 



R0T _ RARRED~THAT"SSSE” 

MARKED THAT ASSESSOR 






Mean 
[Mode 
Kurtosls 
I S E Skew. 
Maximum 



.568 

1.000 

-1*936 

.143^ 

1.000 



Std er^ 

~5td ‘dev 
S E Kurt 
Ranqe 

“§u^ 



126 

166 

“iSr 1 

.029 

.<♦96 

.284 

1.000 

'T66.doo‘ 



56.8 



<♦3.2 

56.8 



4372 "" 

100.0 



"loo.o ID570 

Medi an 

Variance .246 

Skewness -.278 

Ml nlmum JOOO 



Valid cases" 



”29 2~ 



Missing casesT 



FPFVA1 EMPLOYER EVAL EFFECTIVENESS 













Valid 


Cum 


Value Label 




Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


"Percent 


Percent 


MflT MARKED 


THAT ASSE 


0 


174 


59.6 


59.6 


59.6 


F HARKED* THATA55E55SR 


— r 


lid 


40*4 


4074 


T0070 - 






Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 




> . - • -- 

Mean 

Mode 


.<♦04 

.000 


Std err 
Std dev 


.029 

.492 


Median 

Variance 


.000 

.242 


rKurtosIs 
S E Skew 
1 Maximum 


-1.858 

.143 

i.ooo 


S E Kurt 

Range 

Sum 


.284 

1.000 

118.000 


Skewness 

Minimum 


. 393 
.000 



Valid cases 



292 



Mlislnq cases 



♦a 

59 

51 

5t 

55 

54 

55 
54 
57 
51 

5a 

41 

41 

4t 

4S 

44 

45 
44 
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1 

2 

s 

4 

6 

4 

7 

• 

9 

It 

11 

12 

11 

14 

15 
U 
12 
It 
19 
It 
21 
22 
2S 

24 

25 
24 
27 
21 
29 
SI 

51 

52 
IS 
14 
SS 
14 
17 
St 
19 
41 

41 

42 
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Faceval FACULTY evac EFFECTIVENESS 


Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Valid 

Percent 


Cum 

Percent 




rR0T _ RARREtrTH7fr'SSSE — r 
MARKED THAT ASSESSOR 

L : — 


0 

1 


128 

166 


— 5372 

56.8 


4T72' 

56.8 


43.2 

100.0 






Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 






Mean - 568 


Std err 


.029 


Median 


1.000 




f Mode : 1.000 

Kurtosis -1.936 ; 

1 S E Skew .143 


StcT dev 
S E Kurt 
Ranoe 


.496 

.284 

1.000 


Variance 

Skewness 

Minimum 


.246 

-.278 

.000 




Maxi mum 1.000 


Sum 


164.000 










Valid cases 292 


Missing cases 0 










EREVAL EMPLOYER EVAL 


EFFECTIVENESS 


















Valid 


Cum 




Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 




NOT MARKED THAT ASSE 


0 


174 


59.6 


59.6 


59.6 




■RARKED~THST^ASSESS(3R _ 


r 


UW~ 


— 4e:<r~ 


4075 


100.0 






Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 






Mean .404 

Mode . 000 


Std err 
Std dev 


.029 

.492 


Median 

Variance 


.000 

.242 




“kurtosis -1.858 

$ E Skew .143 

Maximum 1.000 


KuFT 

Range 

Sum 


.284 

1.000 

118.000 


Skewness 

Minimum 


.393 

.000 





4S 



Valid cages 292 Missing cases 0 

44 

47 :■ . 

4t : ~ — * — * 

49 

SI 

51 — — — 

52 
SS 

54 — ^ — - — 

55 
64 

67 : 

SI 

S9 

41 : — — : 

41 

42 

41 — 

44 

46 

44 L — : 
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HSSTOS HS STDS PARTICPATING FOR 


EFFECTIVENESS 




Value Label 




Value 


Frequency 


Valid 

Percent Percent 


Cum 

Percent 


NOT MARKED THAT ASSE 
MARKED THAT ASSESSOR 


0 


117 

175 


40.1 40.1 

59.9 59.9 


40.1 

100.0 






Total 


292 


100.0 100.0 




Mean 


.599 


Std err 


.029 


Median 


1.000 


Mode 
Kurtosls 
1 S E Skew 


1.000 

-1.847 

.143 


Std dev 
S E Kurt 
Ranoe 


.491 

.284 

1.000 


Variance 
Skewness 
Ml nimum 


.241 
- .407 
.000 


Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


175.000 






Valid cases 


292 


Missing cases 0 






CCSTOS CC STDS PARTICPATING FOR 


EFFECTIVENESS 












Valid 


Cum 


Value Label 




Value 


Frequency 


Percent Percent 


Percent 


NOT MARKED 


THAT ASSE 


0 


196 


67.1 67.1 


67.1 


MARKED THAT 


ASSESSOR 




96 


32.9 32.9 


100.0 






Total 


292 


100.0 100.0 




Mean 

Mode 


.329 

.000 


Std err 
Std dev 


.028 

.471 


Median 

Variance 


.000 

.221 


Kurtosls 
S E Skew 
Maxi mum 


-1.473 

.143 

1.000 


S E Kurt 

Range 

Sum 


.284 

1.000 

96.000 


Skewness 

Minimum 


.733 

.000 


Valid cases 


292 


Mlsslnq cases 0 






































o q c ' 


wO u 
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'Art I ced Art tc Agree R cC show "Effectiveness 













Valid “ 


Cum 


Value Label 




Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


rR0T~fiSRK!5~" 


THAT ASSE 


0 


151 


' 5i.? 


BIT 7 


51.7 


MARKED THAT 


ASSESSOR 


1 


141 


48.3 


48.3 


100.0 






Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 




Mean 


.483 


Std err 


.029 


Median 


.000 


I" Mode 


.000 


Std dev 


.501 


Vari 


a nee 


.251 


Kurtosls 
1 S E Skew 


-2.009 

.143 


S E Kurt 
Range 


.284 

1.000 


Skewness 

Minimum 


.069 
• 000 


Maximum 


l.ooo 


Sum 


141.000 








Valid cases 


292 


Missing cases 0 








ARTICUN ARTIC AGREE 


U UNI SHOW EFFECTIVENESS 
















Valid 


Cum 


Value Label 




Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


NOT MARKED 


THAT ASSE 


0 


256 


87.7 


87.7 


87.7 


rHSKKBTTnS'riSISSQR 


— T~ 


36 


1273 


” — 1273“ 


100.0 






Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 




Mean 


.123 


Std err 


.019 


Median 


.000 


Mode 


.000 


Std dev 


.329 


Variance 


.108 


Kurtosls 


—37529 


S E Kurt 


.284 


Skewness 


TTSoa 


$ E Skew 


.143 


Range 


1.000 


Minimum 


.000 


Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


36.000 









Valid cases 



292 



Missing cases 



49 

SI 

SI 

(2 

SS 

54 

55 

w 

S7 

SI 

S9 



(1 

42 

4S 

44 

<S 

44 
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2 



s 

4 

1 


TRANSFR PRG TRANSFER 


RATE SHOW EFFECTIVENESS 








7 

• 


Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Valid 

Percent 


Cum 

Percent 




11 

11 

12 

IS 


NOT MARKED THAT ASSE 
MARKED THAT ASSESSOR 


0 

1 


251 

41 


86.0 

14.0 


86.0 

14.0 


86.0 

100.0 






Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 






14 

ic 


Mean . 140 


Std err 


.020 


Median 


.000 




It 

17 

ia 

it 

21 

2) 


Mode . 000 
Kurtosis 2.346 
S E Skew . 143 


Std dev 
S E Kurt 
Ranae 


.348 

.284 

1.000 


Variance 
Skewness 
Mini mum 


.121 

2.081 

.000 




Maximum 1.000 


Sum 


41.000 










22 

21 

24 


Valid cases 292 


Missing cases 0 










tt 
















tt 

27 

ta 


1 TCPATE LICENSURE RATE SHOW EFFECTIVENESS 
























it 

ji 










Valid 


Cum 




si 


Value Label 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 




S2 

SS 

54 


NOT MARKED THAT ASSE 


0 


259 


88.7 


88.7 


88.7 




MARKED THAT ASSESSOR 


— r 


33 


11.3 


11.3 


100.0 




SB 

u 




Total 


292 


100.0 


IQOtO 






57 

sa 

St 

4a 

41 

42 


Mean .113 

Mode .000 


Std err 
Std dev 


.019 

.317 


Median 
Vari ance 


.000 

.101 




Kurtosls 4.066 
S E Skew .143 
Maximum 1.000 


S E Kurt 

Range 

Sum 


.284 

1.000 

33.000 


Skewness 
Mi nimum 


2.457 

.000 




45 

44 

4E 

44 

47 

41 


Valid caifif 292 


Mlsslna cases 0 
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"RATE SHOU “EFFECTIVENESS - " 



Valua Label 




Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Valid 

Percent 


Cum 

Percent 


rHOTTlARKED THAT ASSE 
marked that assessor 


0 

1 * 


200 

92 


55T5 

31.5 


68.5 

31.5 


68.5 

100.0 






Total" 


292 


100.0 


100.0 




Mean 


.315 


Std err 


.027 


Median 


.000 


["Mode 
Kurtosi a 
1 S E Skew 


.000 
-la 369 
.143 


Std dev 
S E Kurt 
Ranqe 


• 465 

• 284 
1.000 


Variance 

Skewness 

Minimum 


.217 
• 600 
.000 


Maximum 


TTooo 


Sum 


92.doo 









Valid casam 






Missing cases 



14 

17 

ta 

M 

sa 

si 



OTHREFF OTHER SHOU EFFECTIVENESS 

WHia Label Value Frequency 



Valid 

Parcant Percent 



Cum 

Parcant 



st 

ss 

54 

55 
S4 



NOT MARKED THAT ASSE 



57 

sa 

sa 

aa 

41 

4t 



Mean 
M ode 
Kurtosis 
S E Skew 
Maximum 



.034 

.000 

• 143 

1.000 



4S 



0 282 

TT7~, I<T“ 



Total 292 

Std err .011 

Std dev .182 

S E Kurt 7284" 

Range 1 • 000 

Sum 10,000 



96.6 96.6 96. 6_ 

3.4 374 TOOTIT 



100.0 100.0 

Median .000 

Variance *033 

Skewness 5.149 

Minimum *000 



" Valid cases 292 Missing casas 0 

44 
47 

4a L — ; — — — ■ — 

41 

sa 

SI ■■■■■■ — ■ — — 7-7-" — : 

St 

SS : ; - : • : ; . ; • . ' ; 

54 L : — — — — 

55 

ss 

tt: t 

sa 

si 

sa : — — — — 

41 

4t 

45 , „ ; ■■■ ■ — — 
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s 



4 

6 

4 


STAKHLDR POSITIONING 


THE STAKEHOLDERS 






















7 












Valid 


Cum 


1 

t 


Value Label 




Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


11 


NOT MARKED 


THAT THIS 


' • 0 ' 


244 


83.6 


83.6 


83.6 


11 


MARKED THAT 


THIS IS 


1 ' 


48 


16.4 


16.4 


100.0 


It 
















IS 






Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 




14 

16 


Mean 


.164 


Std err 


.022 


Median 


.000 


14 


Mode 


.000 


Std dev 


.371 


Variance 


.138 


17 


Kurtosi s 


1.323 


S E Kurt 


.284 


Skewness 


1.820 


11 


S E Skew 


.143 


Ranae 


1.000 


Minimum 


.000 


If 

21 

21 


Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


48.000 








22 

ts 

24 


Valid cases 


292 


MiBsing cases 0 








26 

24 

27 


ANALYZNG ANALYZING CURRIC DEV OPTIONS 








21 

2f 

SI 












Valid 


Cum 


SI 


Value Label 




Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


sz 

ss 


NOT MARKED 


THAT THIS 


0 


230 


78.8 


78.8 


78.8 


S4 


MARKED THAT 


THIS IS 


i 


62 


21.2 


21.2 


100.0 


SS 

S4 






Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 




57 

SI 


Mean 


.212 


Std err 


.024 


Median 


.000 


s» 


Mode 


.000 


Std dev 


.410 


Vari ance 


.168 


41 


Kurtosi s 


.000 


S E Kurt 


.284 


Skewness 


1.414 


41 


S E Skew 


.143 


Range 


1.000 


Minimum 


.000 


42 


Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


62.000 
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Value Label 




Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Valid 

Percent 


Cum 

Percent 


'TRJTTiARKlD - ' 

MARKED THAT 


tHAT THl^ 
THIS IS 


0 

■ 1 


180 

112 


61.6 
38. A 


6T73 

38. A 


*■* 

Off' 
© *+ 

o bv 






Total 


292 


”100.0 


100.0 




Mean 


.384 


Std err 


.029 


Median 


.000 


I Mode 
Kurtosls 
| S E Skew 


.000 

-1.780 

.143 


Std dev 
$ E Kurt 
Range 


748? 
. 284 
1.000 


Variance 

Skewness 

Minimum 


.237 

.481 

.000 


Maximum 


TTDdO 


Sum 


112.000 








Valid cases 


2*2 


Missing cases 0 








REVIEUNG REVIEWING 


THE CURRIC 
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Cum 


Value Label 
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Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


NOT MARKED 


THAT THIS 


0 


192 


65.8 


65.8 


65.8 


"HARKED THATTHISIIS 


1 


“ 100 


34.2 




106.0 






Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 










Mean 

Mode 


.342 

.000 


Std err 
Std dev 


.028 

.475 


Median 

Variance 


On 0 
O CM 
O CM 


~Rurtos1s : 
S E Skew 
Maximum 


-1.565 

.143 

1.000 


' S E kurt 
Range 
Sum 


.264 

1.000 

100.000 


Skewness . 
Minimum 


O O' 
O O' 
O'M 



Valid cases 



292 



Missing cases 



49 

El 

51 

52 
55 
64 
66 
64 
57 
61 
69 
41 

41 

42 

45 
44 

46 
44 
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Valid 


Cum 


Value Label 




Value 


Frequency 


Percent Percent 


Percent 


NOT MARKED 


rHAT THIS 




215 


73.6 73.6 


73.6 


MARKED THAT 


THIS IS 




77 


26.4 26.4 


100.0 






Total 


292 


100.0 100.0 




Mean 


.264 


Std err 


.026 


Median 


.000 


Mode 


.000 


Sid dev 


.441 


Variance 


7195 


Kurtosl s 


-.844 


: S E Kurt 


.284 


Skewness 


1.078 


S E Skew 


.143 


Ranae 


1.000 
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.000 


Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


77.000 






Valid cases 


292 


Missing cases 0 
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THAT THIS 


0 


204 


69.9 69.9 


69.9 
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: i 


88 


30.1 30.1 


100.0 






Total 


292 


100.0 100.0 




Mean 


.301 


Std err 


.027 


Median 


.000 


Mode 


.000 


Std dev 


.460 


Variance 


.211 


Kurtosl ft 


-1.251 


S E Kurt 


.284 


Skewness 


.870 


S E Skew 


.143 


Range 


1.000 
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.000 


Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


88.000 







Valid case* 292 Missing case* 0 
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Valid 


Cum 


Value Label 




Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


n®T - HARKE&^THST _ TRlS 


— JT 


\U 


SO. 3 


6073 


60.3 


MARKED THAT 


THIS IS 


1 


116 


39 . 7 


39.7 


100.0 


1 — — 




Tota IT" 


292 


““ loo.o 


Too.o 




Mean 


.397 


Std err 


.029 


Median 


.000 


p Mode 


.000 


$td dav 


7990 


Vari 


a nee 


.240 


Kurtosls 


-1.83 A 


S E Kurt 


.289 


Skewness 


.422 


I S E Skew 


.143 


Ranqe 


1.000 


Minimum 


.000 


Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


m.ooo 








Valid cases 


292 


Missing cases 0 








CONTIUNG ENSURING CONTINUATION OF 


CURRIC 


















Valid 


Cum 


Valua Labal 




Valua 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


NOT MARKED 


THAT THIS 


0 


214 


73.3 


73.3 


73.3 


_ HARRBj _ tHST _ THIS"IS 


1 


n 


~~n.i 


2677 


100.0 






Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 




Mean 


.267 


Std err 


.026 


Median 


.000 


Mode 


.000 


Std dev 


.443 


Variance 


.196 


Kurtosls 


-.887 


S E Kurt 


. 284 


Skewness 


1.058 


S E Skew 


> 143 


Range 


1.000 


Ml ni mum 


.000 


Maximum 


1.000 


Sum 


78.000 
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1 
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Valid 

Percent 
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Percent 


11 


NOT MARKED THAT THIS 


0 


203 


69.5 


69. B 


69.8 


11 


MARKED THAT THIS IS 


1 


BB 


30.1 


30.2 


100.0 


12 




. • . 


1 


.3 


M1s$1na 




IS 

14 

15 




Total 


292 


100.0 


100.0 





Mean 


"71 ol 


Std err 


.027 


Median 


.000 


Mode 


.000 


Std dev 


.460 


Variance 


.212 


Kurtosls 


-1.261 


S E Kurt 


.265 


Skewness 


.865 


S E Skew 
Maximum 


.143 

1.000 


Range 

Sum 


1.000 

BB.000 


Minimum 


.000 



Valid cases 



291 



Ml sslng cases 



27 

21 

29 

SI 

SI 



S2 



SS 

54 

55 
Si 
S7 



SI 



S9 

41 

41 
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4S 
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41 
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"Preceding task required .28 seconds CPU time: .85 seconds elapsed. 

297 0 FINISH 


297 command lines read, 

0 prrors detected. — — — — — 


0 warnings Issued. 

1 seconds CPU time. 

5 seconds elapsed time. — ’ — — — 


End of job. 
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